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EsTABLisHED 1853. 
Nae CELT ae £400,000 
Debentures and Debenture Stock ... £208,130 
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Proposal Forms and full information may be had at the Sociaty’s Offices. 
‘W. OSCAR NASH, F.LA., Actuary and Secretary. 
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Lowest Current Rates. 
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Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
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IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
xX In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANC= CORPORATiON AND 
GUARANTEE FU 4D, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. _ 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 

LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 

ESTABLISHED 1836. 
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Tue remarks of the Attorney-General, in moving for the 
suspension of the framing of a scheme for the application of 
the £100,000 or so which is now available for the purpose of 
legal education, shew that his desire is to establish a legal 
university, but for this purpose the co-operation of the benchers 
of the Inns of Court isessential. It may be presumed that they will 
probably have no great objection to handing over to such an 
Institution the funds now administered by the Council of Legal 
Education, and it is to be hoped that the question of the train- 
ing together of students for each branch of the profession may 
not be regarded as an obstacle. At all events, the Attorney- 
General takes a hopeful view of the p: of success, and if 
his scheme can be carried out, a le sen will be. 
removed from English lawyers, 





In THe action of Moore v. Child, tried before Mr. Justice 
Lawrance last week, evidence was given that the written 
retainer of a solicitor was taken to Somerset House and stamped. 
‘The reason for this proceeding was stated to be that it was 
doubtful whether the retainer, if disputed, could be put in 
evidence without a stamp. Now it is certainly not the practice 
to stamp the retainer of a solicitor, and we find nothing in the 
Stamp Act, 1891, to shew that ‘any such stamping is required. 
It is neither an agreement, nor a minute or memorandum of 
agreement. It is merely an authority to the solicitor to com- 
mence and prosecute an action or other proceeding, and the 
distinction between an authority or a licence and an agreement 
or contract hag been recognized in numerous cases. 





AN INTERESTING question as to the right to the custody of 
court rolls has been decided by Bvoxtry, J., in Re Jennings 
(reported elsewhere). The difficulty is to accord 
recognition in this respect to the lord of the manor and to 


steward respectively, each of them being under obligations in 





regard to the court rolls and having an interest, therefore, in 
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their due preservation. In &. vy. Tower (4 M. & S. 162) Lord 
Ex.ensoroven, C.J., described the lord as ‘‘ trustee and guardian 
of the evidence of the tenants’ rights,” and it is clear that 
ultimately the right to the custody of the rolls lies in 
him. ‘The lord,” said Smapwett, V.C., in Rawes v. 
Rawes (7 Sim. 624), “has, as of right, the custody of 
the court rolls; and though they ordinarily remain in the 
custody of the steward, he holds them only as servant or 
agent to the lord.” But this dictum puts the steward’s 
functions too low. In that case charges of misconduct had been 
made against the steward, and this was sufficient to induce the 
interference of the court. But under ordinary circumstances the 
custody of the rolls is necessarily left with the steward in order 
to enable him to perform the duties of his office. While, then, 
the ultimate right of custody is in the lord, and can be enforced 
by him if there is any improper conduct on the part of the 
steward, yet, in the absence of such special circumstances, the 
actual custody is entrusted to the latter, and the court will not 
deprive him of it. A decision to this effect was given by 
Bacon, V.C., in Windham vy. Giubilei (40 L. J. Ch. 505), and 
Bucxiery, J., has followed it in the present case. When the 
steward is properly exercising the duties of his office, and for the 
urpose of those duties needs the possession of the rolls, the 
ord has no right to call upon him tosurrender them. Hence, 
there being no ‘allegation of misconduct in Re Jennings, the 
learned judge declined to order the steward to deliver up the 
court rolls to the lord. 





WE catt the attention of our readers to the very important 
decision of Mr. Justice Farwett in Re Cornwallis West and 
Hunro’s Contract (reported elsewhere). The effect of this 
decision, to state it shortly, is that, where land is settled strictly, 
and on the eldest son coming of age, it is disentailed, and 
resettled, and the life estate of the father under the original 
settlement is restored to him in the usual manner, he cannot 
exercise the powers conferred on him by the Settled Land Acts 
as tenant for life under the resettlement. It is impossible to 
discuss the correctness of this decision without taking full time 
for consideration. At the present time we can only point out 
the very serious consequences which follow from it. Shortly 
after the passing of the Fines and Recoveries Act it became 
the practice, where on the occasion of a resettlement it 
was desired to preserve the powers exerciseable by the 
tenant for life under the original settlement, to restore his 
original life estate by the resettlement. So far as we are 
aware, the practice up to the present time has been very general. 
But it constantly happened that fresh powers were given to the 
tenant for life whose estate was restored—not only powers of 
jointuring and charging portions, but also, where the resettlement 
was before 1883, powers of leasing and of giving consent to the 
exercise by the trustees of the powers of sale. It was the prac- 
tice to confer the powers on ‘‘ the person hereby made tenant for 
life of the premises hereby assured.” It is evident that the 
great conveyancerg considered that this description included the 
person whose life estate under the original settlement was 
restored, because where the power was one that he was not 
intended to exercise, he was always excepted by name from the 
tenants for life to whom the powers were given: see for 
example 3 Day. Prec., ‘‘Settlement upon marriage of 
real estate, with limitations to collaterals.” It is not very easy 
to guess at the number of cases where a lease has been granted, 
or a conveyance made, under the powers in the resettlement 
during the life of the person whose life estate was restored, but 
they must be very numerous. If the decision above referred to 
is correct, all these leases and conveyances are invalid, and the 


purchasers or lessees are liable to eviction by the remainderman. 


on the death of the tenant for life, while the luckless tenant for 
life is, or may be, liable to an action on his covenants for title. 
On a future occasion we hope to discuss the decision, but it 
must be remembered that, unless and until it is reversed by the 
Court of Appeal, it is law, and that accordingly no solicitor can 
(unless he risks an action for negligence) allow his client to 
accept a title where a sale has been made under the powers 
conferred by the resettlement during the life of the tenant for 
life whose powers under the old settlement were restored, 








THE sTATEMENT, which has appeared in the newspaper 
that the Postmaster-General has consented to grant facilities for 
the purpose of enabling messages to be handed in at any post 
office for transmission by wireless telegraphy to America, ma 
help to remind us that a — has been raised as to the privilege 
of the Postmaster-General with regard to wireless telegraphy, 
In the well-known case of Attorney-General v. Edison Telephon 
Co. (6 Q. B. D, 244) it was held that a conversation through the 
telephone was a “ message,” or at all events a ‘‘ communication 
transmitted by a telegraph,” within the meaning of the Telegraph 
Acts, 1863 and 1869. The exclusive privilege of the Postmaster 
General is created by the 4th section of the Telegraph Act, 1869, 
in these words: ‘“‘The Postmaster-General . . . shall . . , 
have the exclusive privilege of transmitting telegrams within the 
United Kingdom . . .” The third section defines the words 
employed as follows: ‘The term ‘telegram’ shall mean any 
message or othercommunication transmitted,or intended for trans- 
mission, bya telegraph. The term ‘telegraph’ shall, in addition to 
the meaning assigned to it by the Telegraph Act, 1863, mean 
and include any apparatus for transmitting messages or other 
communications by means of electric signals.” The Telegraph 
Act of 1863 defines “telegraph” as ‘‘a wire or wires used for 
the purpose of telegraphic communication . and any 
apparatus connected therewith for the purpose of telegraphic 
communication.” In the judgment of the court in the above- 
mentioned case we find the following passage: ‘‘The result of 
the definition seems to be that any apparatus for transmitting 
messages by electric signals is a telegraph, whether a wire is 
used or not, and that any apparatus, of which a wire used for 
telegraphic communication is an essential part, is a telegraph, 
whether the communication is made by electricity or not. It 
would include, on the one hand, electric signals made, if such a 
thing were possible, from place to place, through the earth 
or the air.” This passage would seem to shew that the 
privilege of the Postmaster-General would primd facie include 
the invention of wireless telegraphy, but we have not heard 
that the Crown has taken any steps to assert its privilege in 
this respect. 





AN INTERESTING case as to the liability of trustees to con- 
tribute inter se to losses sustained by one of them by reason of 
unauthorized investments was decided by Swinrzn Eapy, J., in 
Jackson v. Dickinson (Times, 27th ult.). Two trustees of a 
marriage settlement, with a view to increasing the income 
available for the tenant for life, a widow, had invested £400 of 
trust money in the purchase of 400 shares in the Cheque Bank 
(Limited). This was done with the assent of the tenant for life, 
and with the full knowledge that the investment was not 
authorized by the settlement. The shares were originally 
£5 shares with £1 paid up, but subsequently £2 per 
share was written off on a reduction of the capital of 
the bank, leaving a liability of £2 per share. In June, 
1897, one of the trustees died, and in 1901 the bank went into 
liquidation and the surviving trustee was called upon to pay, and 
paid, £800 in respect of his liability on the shares. Half this 
amount he claimed to recover by way of contribution against the 
estate of the deceased trustee, but it was argued that the liability 
of the deceased trustee had, by the constitution of the bank, 
ceased upon his death, and moreover, that the surviving trustee 
had lost his claim to contribution by not forthwith realizing the 
shares upon the death of his co-trustee. Both of these defences 
Swuvren Eapy, J., held to be unsound. Although the liability 
of the deceased trustee to the bank may have terminated 
on his death, yet his liability to indemnify his co-trustee to the 
extent of half of any loss which might ensue was a different 
matter. The shares were placed in the names of the trustees for 
a purpose in which they were jointly interested, and whatever 
might occur as to their legal liability to the bank, they and their 
estates remained liable to share jointly in the results of the 
transaction. And, as to the alleged duty upon the anes 
trustee to sell the shares, it appeared that, after the de 
to the condition of the 
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Tendon Railway Co. v. Rector, &c., of St. Mary Woolnoth (Times, 





for lands taken compulsorily. The general principle where land 
ig subject to a restriction which prevents the owner from 
ajoying its full value, is that he is to receive compensation for 
the loss of his actual interest in the land, and not the value of 
the land in the hands of an unfettered owner. Hence where 
land was, in the hands of the owner, only available for 
we as a churchyard, the compensation was in Stebbing v. Metro- 
plitan Board of Works (L. R. 6 Q. B. 37) assessed 
m, this basis, and not according to the value which the 
sud would have to the public body who were acquiring it. But 
Pe rnciple only applies where the restriction is permanent, and 
hence in Re Morgan and London and North-Western Railway Co. 
(1896, 2 Q. B. 469), where land let on a long lease for a public park 
yas subject to a condition that the owners might re-enter if it 
was taken compulsorily, it was held that they were entitled to be 
cmpensated on the basis of its commercial value. The present 
case of St. Mary Woolnoth somewhat resembled this, inasmuch 
as, while the land was immediately devoted to ecclesiastical 

s, there was the possibility that, upon the proper formalities 
Sit checrved, it might be sold under the Union of Benefices Act, 
1860, in such a manner that the purchaser would be under no 
nstrictions in regard to the user of it. The arbitrator found 
that, (1) subject to restriction to ecclesiastical purposes, the site 
yas worth £90,628; (2) on the possibility of sale under the 
above Act it was worth £136,421 ; and (3) if taken to be now 
free from restriction it was worth £143,548. The Court of Appeal, 
ifirming the judgment of Wricut, J., held that the second basis 
was the correct one, and that £136,421 was the amount of com- 


pansation payable. 





Iy an action of Wilton v. Phillips, tried last week before 
PaitmoRrE, J., in which there was a defence of infancy, it 
d that the defendant was abroad, and in support of the 

eee, the certificate of his birth was produced and his brother 
¢ evidence that he was the person referred to in the certificate. 

or the plaintiff it was objected that the proof of the defendant’s 
ge was insufficient, and the case of Re Wintle (1870, L. R. 9 
iq. 373) was cited, where Lord Romitiy said that the entry in 
the register was evidence only of the child having been 
born before the entry was made, but not of the other particulars 
dated therein, including the date of the birth of the child. The 
learned judge overruled the objection and admitted the certificate 
wevidence of the exact age of the defendant. We are not sure 
that this decision would have been given some years ago, but 
ve think that it will be generally approved. The Births and 
Deaths Registration Act, 1836, by section 18, enacts that every 
= shall inform himself of every birth within his district, 
id have registered certain particulars stated in the form given 
Schedule A to the Act, and among such particulars are the 
iste of the birth and the residence and description of the in- 
fmant. By section 41 any person wilfully making a false 
tatement for the purpose of its being inserted in any register 
twiching any of the particulars required to be known and regis- 
ted is subject to the same penalties as if he had committed 
Mtjury. We think that the presumption was that the state- 
"nt in the register was correct. e may add that the fact 
tut the defendant was under twenty-one might be proved by 
 4y lawful evidence, and we should have thought that the state- 
‘Ment of the defendant’s brother as to the age of his blood 
ion was primd fucie sufficient. - 


Tz supemznr of the Court of Appeal in Angel v. Merchants’ 
Marine Insurance Co, (Limited) (Times, 8th inst.) deals with a 
Ther considerable importance in the law of marine insurance. 

a ship has been badly damaged by stranding or other 
Wident, the question at once arises whether the owner must 
‘air her, or whether he is entitled to treat her as a constructive 
oss and give notice of abandonment to the underwriters. 
rule on the subject was stated by Tinpat, OJ., in 

v. Chapman (6 M. & Gr, p. 810), as follows: 








‘Tue DECISION of the Court of Appeal in Re City and South 
oth ult.) deals with an interesting question as to compensation 


in a state of repair necessary for pursuing the voyage 
insured, except at an expense greater than the value of the ship, 
he is not bound to incur that expense, but is at liberty. to 
abandon and treat the loss as a total loss.” But in applying 
this rule the question has been raised whether the owner is 
entitled to bring into account the value of the ship as she lies. 
If he can, it may turn the scale in favour of a constructive total 
loss. Thus—to take the example given in the last edition of 
Arnould on Marine Insurance (7th ed., p. 1266)—‘ Suppose the 
damaged value to be £2,000, the cost of repairs £10,000, and 
the repaired value £11,000; then, since the prudent uninsured 
owner would clearly rather sell the damaged vessel for £2,000 
than spend £10,000 on a thing which after such expenditure 
would only be worth £11,000, this is a case of constructive 
total loss.” The editors of that work argue, however, that the 
true criterion is not what is best for the owner’s pecuniary 

interest, but whether from a commercial point of view the 
damage to the ship is irreparable—that is, whether the repaired 
value would be less than the cost of repair. In Beaver Line 
Steamers v. London and Provineial, §c., Insurance Co. (5 Com. Cas, 

269), Purttmorz, J., looked at the matter from the owner’s 

point of view, and held that the value of the wrecked ship was 

to be included, and this decision has been followed in other 

cases. But the Court of —— have now held that it is wrong. 

The insured value of the ship in question was £23,000; the 

value of the wreck was £7,000; the estimate for repairs was 

£22,559. If the two last figures could be added together there 

was clearly a constructive total loss. Such addition, however, is 

inadmissible, and the claim as for a total loss was rejected. 





THE sTATEMENT in the preamble of the statute 1 Jac. c. 15 
that ‘‘ frauds and deceits as new diseases daily increase” has 
certainly not ceased to apply in the present reign, and the 
offence charged in a recent case before one of the metropolitan 
police courts is likely to become extensively prevalent in this 
country. The defendant was charged with representing that he 
was collecting for an association which had the management of 
a regatta and appropriating the money which he had collected 
to his own use. For the defence a witness was called to prove 
that there really was an association, but he was compelled to 
admit that it had no office, no committee, and that it kept no 
accounts. Money had, however, been subscribed without any 
inquiry by the subscribers as to the nature of the association, 
and this went on until it was discovered (in the words of the 
magistrate) that ‘‘ there was no genuine regatta and the money 
was collected merely to go into the pockets of the collectors.” 
We have often thought that, even in the case of genuine 
societies, money is subscribed without sufficient proof of the 
authority of the collector to receive it. 


Charges for Works Executed by 


Local Authorities. 


Tue provisions of the Public Health Act, 1875, with regard to the 
creation of charges upon property for the expenses of works 
executed by local authorities have been m uctive of some 
interesting legal questions, the latest of which is that presented 
in Surtees v. Woodhouse (51 W. R. 275; 1903, 1 K. B. 396). By 
a lease made in 1891 property was demised to the plaintiff for a 
term of seven years, and she covenanted that she would during 
the term pay “all present and future rates, taxes, duties, assess- 
ments and outgoings charged upon the said premises or the 
owner or occupier in respect thereof.” By a supplemental lease 
of 1892, the term was extended to twenty-one years, and the 
original covenants ‘were made applicable to the extended term. In 
November, 1899, the plaintiff subdemised the premises to the 
defendant for the residue of the term except the last day, and the 
defendant covenanted to perform the covenants of the head lease. 
Just before the subdemise the local authority were executing under 
the Private Street Works Act, 1892, certain improvement works in 
the street adjoining the demised premises, and these were com- 
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pleted on the 7th of October, but the apportionment of expenses 
was not made till the 11th of December, when the sum of £60 
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was apportioned to the premises. This sum was, of course, 
included in the covenant in the head lease, the words of which 
were effective to throw all impositions upon the lessee, whether 
of an annual or of a permanent nature, and the plaintiff paid it 
to her lessor. She then claimed to have the amount repaid 
to her by the defendant under the covenant in the sub-lease. 
The peculiarity in the case is that the works were completed 
before the date of the sub-lease, but the apportionment of the 
expenses was not made till after that date. The scheme of the 
Private Street Works Act, 1892, under which the works were 
executed, is to make the expense recoverable by a charge on the 
property in the same manner as if it had been incurred under 
the Public Health Act, 1875. Thus by section 12 a final appor- 
tionment is to be made, and by section 13 any premises included 
in the final apportionment are to be charged, “ to the like extent 
and effect as under section 257 of the Public Health Act, 1875,” 
with the sum finally apportioned on them. To understand section 
257, reference has to be made also to section 150 of the same Act, 
which provides for serving upon the owners of premises fronting 
on a street notice to make up the street, and empowers the local 
authority, if the notice is not complied with, to execute the works 
themselves, and to recover in a summary manner the expenses 
incurred by them in so doing from the owners in default. Then 
section 257 provides that where any local authority have incurred 
e for the repayment whereof the owner of premises is 
liable, such expenses, with interest, may be recovered “‘ from any 
person who is the owner of such premises when the works are 
completed for which such expenses have been incurred, and 
until recovery of such expenses and interest the same shall be a 
charge on the premises in respect of which they were 
incurred.” And further on the section provides that the 
apportionment of expenses by the surveyor of the local authority 
is to be binding and conclusive on the owner unless within three 
months he gives notice to dispute it. 

The effect of the provisions of the Public Health Act, 1875, 
was considered by Norrn, J., in Re Bettesworth and Richer (36 
W. R. 544, 37 Ch. D. 535), a case between vendor and purchaser, 
and he held that the charge upon the property was created as 
soon as the works were completed. ‘It is quite true” he said, 
‘that the owner cannot be compelled to pay till the total costs 
have been made out and earn between the owners, and 
notice has been served, and he has had three months to dispute 
the apportionment, and at the end of three months has had 
written demand served upon him. The Act says payment may 
be recovered from the person who is owner at the time when the 
works were completed, and he is the person charged under the Act.” 
Hence—so the reasoning appears to be—the charge upon the 
premises is to be taken to be created at the same time. In Re 
Bettesworth and Richer, houses abutting upon a private road had 
been sold under an open contract. At the date of the sale works 
executed by the local authority under section 150 of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, had been finished, but the final demand for 
payment of the sum apportioned in respect of the premises was 
not served till after the purchase ought to have been completed. 
It was argued that the date of this demand, since it first made 
possible the recovery of the expenses, also first fixed them as a 
charge upon the property. But, in accordance with the reason- 
ing Just stated, Noxru, J., held that the charge arose on com- 
pletion of the works—that is, before the date of the contract— 
and, since the vendor sold free from incumbrances, he was bound 
to clear the property of the charge. 

This view of the date at which the improvement expenses 
become a charge upon the property was approved by the Court 
of Appeal in Stock v. Meakin (48 W. R. 420; 1900, 1 Ch. 683), 
where also the question arose between vendor and purchaser. 
The expenses had been incurred under the Private Street 
Works Act, 1892, but, as already pointed out, the charge for 
securing them operates in the same manner as if it were created 
under the Public Health Act, 1875. The only ground, 
spparently, that can be suggested for distinguishing the two 
Acts in that adverted ty by Vavonan Wiusiams, L.J., 
in delivering the judgment of the court. The charge 
wonder the Public Health Act, 1875, is under the terms 
of that Act « charge which can only arise on the failure 
of the owner of the land to comply with the notice of 
the local authority, and the execution by that authority 


April 11, 1903, 


of the works by reason of such default of the landowner, whereas 
the Private Street Works Act, 1892, does not in the first instangg 
ut the duty of executing the works upon the owner, and the 
imposition of the ~—— therefore, does not imply any precedent 
default on his part. But this distinction was held not to j 
the fixing of a different date for the creation of the charge whi 
having regard to the whole scheme of the Act of 1892, was 
properly to be fixed, as under the Act of 1875, at the comple. 
tion of the works. The benefit of the works, it was pointed 
out, was then obtained, and the charge attached, the fing] 
apportionment being a mere arithmetical process for ascertaini 
the exact amount of the charge. Hence, where premises 
been sold free from incumbrances after the completion of the 
works, but before the date of the final apportionment, the 
vendor was held liable to indemnify the purchaser against the 
sum due under the apportionment. 

In the present case of Surtees v. Woodhouse (supra), the 
question, as already pointed out, arose between lessor and lessee 
under a covenant by which the lessee undertook to pay all 
present and future outgoings charged upon the premises. The 
works in respect of which the expenses were payable had been 
completed before the date of the lease, but the apportionment 
was not made till after that date. The completion of the works, 
however, fixed the time of creation of the charge, and the Court 
of Appeal, reversing the decision of Watron, J., held that the 
charge was to be regarded, for the purpose of the covenant, as 
existing before the lease although the amount due was not 
then payable. For the opposite view stress was laid upon 
the inclusion in the covenant of “ present and future” rates, 
taxes, and outgoings. But the effect of the words is, of curse, 
not to bring in rates and taxes already charged on the premises 
when the lease begins—this would really involve the lessee in 
liability for arrears of rates and taxes—but to include outgoings 
of a nature not in existence upon the granting of the lease, 
‘‘The main object of the introduction of the words ‘ present and 
future,’”’ said Srrriine, L.J., ‘in covenants such as these is to 
impose on the lessee the liability to pay, not only taxes, rates, 
&c., existing at the date of the lease, but also all taxes, rates, 
&c., subsequently imposed, whether or not of the same nature or 
for the same purpose as those in existence at the granting of the 
lease.”” Hence the liability for the expenses in question was in 
the sub-lessor. 

It is necessary to bear in mind that the incidence of improve- 
ment expenses varies according to the statute under which they 
are incurred. If they are incurred under the Metropolitan 
Management Acts or the Public Health (London) Act, 1891, 
they are not a charge upon the premises, but upon the owner, 
and this charge becomes operative upon notice of apportionment 
beiog served upon him, which may be either before or after the 
execution of the works. Hence in Wiz v. Rutson (1899, 1 Q. B. 
474), where the lessee’s covenant bound him to pay impositions 
charged upon the lessor, he was held liable for the amount of 
improvement expenses, notice of which had been served on the 
lessor during the currency of the lease, although the works were 
not executed until after the lease had determined—a singular 
instance of the apparent unfairuoss which may result from the 
combined operation of the covenant in question and the 
statutes. 








Owing to the apgeeeeh of the Easter holidays and to the abnormally 
heavy calendar of prisoners sent for trial at the Clerkenwell Sessions, the 
hearing —— fixed originally for Thursday next has been adjourned 
until Thursday, the 30th inst. 


According to the report of the Charity Commissioners for 1902, the 
quantity of land sold under the authority of the Commissioners during the 
year ended the 31st of ,December, 1902, was 4,662 acres, of which 1,286 
were situated in urban and 4,376 in rural districts. ‘The stocks and invest- 
ments held by the official trustees of charitable funds at the close of last 
year were valued at £22,584,735, divided into 22,978 separate accounts. 


A Bill was on Wednesday passed through the Manx Legislative Council, 
says the Daily Mail, to supply a curious omission which had been found in 
the law. The Public Notices Act, 1872, provides that certain legal notices 
shall be affixed near the principal dvor of the parish church, but it has 
hitherto been overlooked that in the purish of Patrick no parish church 
exists. The clause 1s retrospective, ax during the last thirty years yA 
sales of real estate under execution judgments have taken place in 








parish without it being possible to publish the notice in the way prescribed. 
Lhe titles to property #0 aequired might therefore have been questioned, 
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Was very promptly granted. 
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Reviews. 
Admiralty Practice. 


A TREATISE ON THE ADMIRALTY JURISDICTION AND PRACTICE OF 
tHE HicgH CoURT OF JUSTICE, AND ON THE VICE-ADMIRALTY 
CouRTSs AND THE CINQUE Ports, &¢. WITH AN APPENDIX 
CONTAINING STATUTES, RULES As TO FEES AND Costs, Forms, 
PRECEDENTS OF PLEADINGS AND OF Brits oF Costs. THIRD 
Epition. By Epwarp Srantey Roscog, Assistant Admiralty 
Registrar, Barrister-at-Law, and T. Lampert Mears, LL.D., 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


This work presents, in a very clear and convenient form, the law 
und practice as to matters falling within the jurisdiction of the 
Admiralty Division. After an introduction which deals with the 
historical development of admiralty jurisdiction, the text is divided 
into four parts, dealing in succession with (1) the subjects of the 
jurisdiction—salvage, damage by collision, &c.; (2) the orders and 
rules; (3) miscellaneous courts with admiralty jurisdiction; and (4) 
costs and fees; while a series of appendices contain the Judicature 
Act, 1873, the Admiralty Court Acts, 1840 and 1861, and the 
Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, so far as they concern the 
matter in hand. The continual output of new decisions shews 
that the law here, as elsewhere, is undergoing develop- 
ment, and some of those recently given have been upon 
questions of considerable interest and importance. It is half a 
century now since the case of 7'he Bold Buccleugh (7 Moo. P. C. 267 
settled the nature of the very special security known as a maritime 
lien, but—to take two recent instances—The Ripon City (1897, P., 
226) has shewn how this lien, while not generally available to cover 
the supply of necessaries, has been used, under the head of master’s 
disbursements, to secure the ship’s coal bill, while the difficult 
question of the order in which claims against the ship are to rank was 
minutely considered by Barnes, J., in The Veritas (50 W. R. 30; 1901, 
P. 304). Upon these and other matters the law is stated in the 
present work at once accurately and concisely, and this edition can be 
séfely recommended to practitioners as a useful guide in admiralty 
proceedings. 





Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 


Words Passing Real Estate.—Where a testator made a general 
gift of his property by words which were sufficient to pass all his 
personal estate, and went on to give ‘‘all the rest, residue, and 
remainder of my estate and effects whatsoever and wheresoever” 
to two named persons, ‘‘ their executors, administrators, and assigns,” 
upon certain trusts which were prima fucie applicable only t 
personal estate, it was held that the real estate passed, and that the 
trusts applied also to the real estate, so as to prevent a resulting 
trust in favour of the heir-at-law. The dominant intention of the 
will was to dispose of everything, and there was nothing to cut down 
the meaning of the word ‘‘ estate,” which in general will carry real 
estate Moreover, the trusts were not exclusively applicable to 

rsonal property.—KirBy-SMITH v. PARNELL (Buckley, J., Feb. 6) 
ante, p. 279; 1903, 1 Ch. 483). 

Vesting of Legacy or Share of Residue.—It is settled beyond 
question that if a legacy or a share of a residuary estate is given to a 
person, to be paid or transferred to him on attaining a particular age, 
and there is a maintenance clause providing for maintenance in the 
meantime out of the income of that share, then the share is vested: 
see Hanson v. Graham (6 Ves. = And if the gift is equally 
between children on their severally attaining twenty-one, the 
income “‘ during their respective minorities” to be applied towards their 
maintenance, with a power of advancement ‘“ during their respective 
minorities,” the effect is to give the income to the children in aliquot 
parts, so that each takes at once a vested interest in his share of the 
corpus.—RE Gossiine (C. A., Feb. 24) (1903, 1 Ch. 448). 











It is announced that Lord Alverstone, his Honour Sir Louis Amable Jetté, 
formerly a fe ah the Superior Court of the Province of Quebec, and 
the Hon. John Douglas Armour, judgeof His Majesty’s Supreme Court of 

» have been appointed members of the tribunal constituted by the 
Convention of the oth of January, 1903, between the United Kingdom 
tnd the United States of America relative to the Alaska boundary. 


An amusing incident which may have grave consequences happened, says 
the Daily Mail, in the Sheffield police-court on Wednesday. Bix paupers 
with refractory conduct had waited two hours for their case to be 

tried when the prosecuting solicitor applied that they t be sent back to 
Workhouse at once, as since their departure for the court a case of 
small-pox had been found in the ward they had occupied. The request 


Result of Appeals. 


Appeal Court I. 
(Final List.) 

Wells v. The Army avd Navy Co-operative Society (Limited). Appeal of 

defendants from judgment of Mr. Justice Wright, without a jury, 

Middlesex (set down July 5, 1902). Dismissed with costs. April 3. 

Ivall and Deer +. Watney, Combe, Reid, & Co. (Limited). Appeal of 

laintiffs from judgment of Mr. Justice Darling, without a jury, 

Middlesex (set down Juily 23, 1902). Settled. April 3. 

Adams v. Coombs. Appeal of plaintiff from judgment of Mr. Justice 

Channell, without a jury, Middlesex (set down July 25, 1902). Dis- 

missed with costs. April 3. 

Atlantic Patent Fuel Co. (Limited) », Durand. Appeal of defendant from 

judgment of Mr. Justice Kennedy, without a jury (set down June 19, 

1902). Dismissed with costs. April 4. 

McLean v. The Adamant Stone and Paving Co. (Limited). Appeal of 
laintiff from judgment of Mr. Jastice Phillimore, without a jury, 
iddlesex (set down July 29, 1902). Dismissed with costs. April 6. 

(For Judgment.) 

Angel, on behalf of himself, &c. v. Merchant Marine Insurance Co. 
Appeal of plaintiffs from judgment of Mr. Justice Bigham, without a 
jury, Middlesex (set down June 20, 1902) (c. a. v. March 24). Dis- 
missed with costs. April 6. 

Silles v. The Mayor, Aldermen, and Councillors of the Metropolitan 
Borough of Fulham. Appeal of defendants from judgment of Mr. 
Justice Wright, without a jury, Middlesex (set down May 28, 1902). 
Dismissed with costs. April 7. . 

(Original Motions.) 

Lewis and Green v. Ginsberg. Application of defendant for stay of execu- 
tion pending appeal (by order). Damages reduced from £200 to £50. 
April 7. 

Hart v. Courneuve. Appeal of plaintiff for security for costs of appeal 
(No. 224, K. B. Final List). Dismissed with costs. April 7. 

(Interlocutory List.) 

Foulkes v. Robinson. Ap of defendant from order: of Mr. Justice 

Phillimore, dated M: 4, 1903. Dismissed with costs. April 7. 


Appeal Court II. 
(Motion in Bankruptcy.) 
(Application for leave to appeal.) 

In re A Judgment Debtor (ex parte The Judgment Debtor), No. 19 of 1902 
Judgment summons from an order made on the March 28, 1903, by 
Mr. Justice Wright. Dismissed with costs. April %. 

(In Bankruptcy.) 

In re Pilling, J. R. (ex parte The Board of Trade and The Official Receiver), 
No. 1,143 of 1898. From an order made by Mr. Registrar Brougham, 
dated February 26th, 1903, approving a composition. Allowed with 
costs. April 3. 

(General List. 


A. Morrall (Limited) v. T. Hessin & Co. Appeal of defendants from order 
of Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady (set down Nov. 25, 1902). Dismissed with 
costs on opening. April 6. 

Montefiore v. Guedalla. Appeal of the Reversiouary Interest Society from 
order of Mr. Justice Byrne (set down August 25,1902). Allowed with 


costs. April 6. 
(For Judgment.) 

Fortin vr. Sowerbutts. Appeal of plaintiff from order of Mr. Justice Joyce. 
Dismissed with costs. April 7. ; 

(For Hearing. 

Carr e. Henry and Another. Appeal of plaintiff from order of Mr. 
Justice Buckley (set down Nov. 26, 1902). Dismissed with costs. 
April 7. 

In the Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and in the Matter of 
the Topical Times Co. (Limited). Appeal of the Mirror of Life Co. 
from order of Mr. Justice Buckley (set down June 25, 1902). Allowed ; 
compulsory order. April 7. 

Atkinson v. Haveron. Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. Justice 


Kekewich (set down Dec. 5, 1902). Dismissed with costs. April 7. 
(Original Motion.) 
Foster v. The Mutual Reserve Life Insurance Co. Appeal of defendant 


company for stay of execution pending appeal to House of Lords (judg- 
ment given March 23, 1908), Settled on terms, April 8. 


(Compiled by Mr. Anruvn PF, Cuarece, Shorthand Writer.) 








Or the demand of an old gentleman, says the @lede, & summons was 
taken out on Tuesday against a nursemaid for “furious driving.”’ This 
female Jehu. of the pavement had pushed her pram recklessly, to the 
imminent danger of loiterers’ knees. What, we wonder, is-the legal pace 





of the pram? 
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Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 
THOMSON AND ANOTHER ». GILL. No.1. 30th March. 


JupcmMent—Soorcn Decreet—Recisrration 1s Enxcuanp—ENrorceMENt 
—* Execution ’’—Aprorntment or Recerver—JupomMents Extension 
Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vicr. c. 54), ss. 3, 4. 

Appeal by the defendant from an order of Bigham, J., at chambers. 
On the 7th of August, 1902, the plaintiffs recovered judgment (called a 
decreet) against the defendant in the Court of Session in Scotland for 
£205 13s. 3d., and a certificate thereof was, on the 22nd of January, 1903, 
registered in the High Court of Justice in England under the Judgments 
Extension Act, 1868. The defendant, who was resident in England, was 
entitled under a Scotch marriage settlement to the income arising from a 
sum of money which was vested in trustees, who were also resident in 
England. Bigham, J., upon the plaintiffs’ application, made an order 
appointing a receiver of the defendant’s interest in this sum of money for 
the purpose of satisfying the judgment. It was not disputed that the 
facts were such that, if the judgment had been originally obtained in 
England, the plaintiffs would be eutitled to an order for a receiver. By 
section 3 of the Judgments Extension Act, 1868, where a decreet has been 
obtained in the Court of Session in Scotland for the payment of any debt, 
damages, or expenses, a certificate thereof may be registered in the Court 
of Common Pleas at Westminster, ‘‘and such certificate, when so 
registered, shall from the date of such registration be of the same force and 
effect as a judgment obtained or entered up in the court in which 
it is so registered.”’ By section 4, ‘‘the Courts of Common Pleas at 
Westminster and at Dublin, and the Court of Session in Scotland, shall 
have and exercise the same control and jurisdiction over any judgment 
or dcreet, and over any certificate of such judgment or decreet, 
registered under this Act in such courts respectively as they now 
have and exercise over any judgment or decreet in their own courts, 
but in so far only as relates to execution under this Act.’”? The 
defendant appealed, and contended that the court had no jurisdiction 
to appoint a receiver in respect of a Scotch or Irish judgment registered in 
England under the Act of 1868. The appointment of a receiver was not 
‘execution ’’ within the meaning of section 4. It was equitable relief, 
and not execution at all: Le Shephard (43 Ch. D. 131), Harris v. Beauchamp 
Brothers (1894, 1 Q. B. 801). ‘* Execution ’’ did not include the taking out 
of a judgment summons: Le Watson (1893, 1 Q. B. 21), nor taking 
bankruptcy proceedings founded on the judgment: Ite A Bankruptey Notice 
1898, 1 Q. BL. 383). Further, even if the appointment of a receiver was a 
form of execution, it did not come within section 4 of the Act of 1868, 
because it was not such as the Court of Common Pleas could * now,” that 
was, in 1868, have granted. 

Tue Covur (VaucHan Wiiiams, Stimzixc, and 
dismissed the appeal. 


VaucHan Wutuiams, L.J., 


Martuew, L.JJ.) 


said that in his opinion the appointment of a 
receiver Was equitable execution. The judgment of James, L.J., in Ez 
parte Evans (15 Ch. D. 252) supported that view. That being so, there was 
nothing in any of the cases cited that prevented them from giving a wide 
meaning to the word “‘ execution”’ in section 4 of the Act of 1868, so as to 
include therein the appointment of a receiver. te Watson merely 
decided that a judgment so registered could not be enforced by means of 
a judgment summons uuder the Debtors Act, 1869. The object of a 
judgment summons was not primarily to enforce payment of the debt out of 
the judgment debtor’s goods, but to punish the judgment debtor for con- 
tumacy. In ke A Bankruptey Notice, the application was to take a step 
with the view of making the debtor a bankrupt. In his opinion execution 
by the appointment of a receiver came within the words “execution” in 
section 4 of the Act. The word ‘“‘now”’ in section 4 did not militate 
against that view, because in his opinion the plaintiff could at that date 
have taken proceedings for the appointment of a receiver. 





Strmiinc any Matuew, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunset, Colam; E. M. 
Pollock. Soxscrsons, Emanuel & Simmonds, for Robert Stewart, Edinburgh ; 
Balfour Allan & North. 

Reported by W. F. Bausy, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


KENDAL ». METROPOLITAN BOROUGH OF LEWISHAM. Kcekewich, J. 

41st March and Ist April. 

Mernoro.is Maxacument Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vict. c. 120), 45. 62 any 105— 
Metuorotis Maxacement Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 102), ss. 77, 96, 
asp 112—Pavixe Exvensys—‘ Sunveyon’s”’ 
Tuy Tine Bewxc.”’ 

This was an action by the owner of seventeen houses in Montem-road, 
Forest Hill, within the metropolitan borough of Lewisham, for a declara- 
tion that an order, dated the 4rd of July, 1901, of the Lewisham Borough 
Council apportioning the paving expenses of the road between the owners 
of the several houses abutting thereon was void, and for an injunction to 
restrain the council from collecting the amount of such expenses from the 
plaintiff's tenants. By section 105 of the Metropolis Management Act, 1855, 
provision is made for the paving of new streets by the vestry or board of works, 
and the owners of the houses forming such streets are required to pay to euch 
vestry or board the amount of the estimated paving expenses ‘‘ such amount 
to be determined by the surveyor for the time being of the vestry or 








Esrimate—‘ Sunvevon ror | 








board,”” On the 18th of July, 1900, the Lewisham District Board of Works, 
whose successors were the defendant council, resolved: ‘‘ That V. P., the 
assistant surveyor, be in future designated a surveyor to the said board,” 
On the 8th of May, 1901, the defendant council resolved that the office of 
surveyor to the late Lewisham District Board of Works theretofore 
held by Mr. J. C. should be abolished as from the 25th of March they 
last passed. By a resolution of the 25th of September, 1901, V. P, was 
appointed surveyor to the council from Michaelmas, 1901. The plaintiff's 
main objection (which raises the only point calling for a report) was that 
at the time the estimate of the expenses was determined by V. P., V.P, 
was not the surveyor to the council within the meaning of section 105 
stated above; that an estimate prepared by the properly appointed 
surveyor within the meaning of such section was a condition precedent, in 
the absence of which the defendants had no power to raise the expenses 
which in so far as they were collected from plaintiff’s tenants must be 
deemed moneys held to the plaintiff's use. The plaintiff relied on Sykes y, 
Mayor, §¢., of Huddersfield (35 J. P. 614), Hobman v. Greenwich Board of 
Works (583. P. 349), Lewis v. Weston-super-Mare Local Board (40 Ch, D, 55), 
and Hasser v. Wallis (1 Salk. 28). Reliance was also placed upon the other 
sections of the 1855 Act, and the Act of 1862, mentioned in the catchwords 
at the head of this report. 

Kexewicn, J., in giving judgment, observed that the only point of even 
apparent difficulty was whether the estimated expenses were estimated bya 
proper person or by an improper person and a stranger, and a person not 
duly authorized to make the estimate: the expenses were not estimated by 
the surveyor to the council, and it was alleged that the only proper person 
to estimate them was the permanent surveyor, and cases had been cited in 
support of that allegation; but the defendants had disposed of it by 
shewing that the material cases were decisions under the Public Health Aet, 
1875 (s. 189), and they therefore had no bearing on the construction of the 
Metropolis Management Acts. Under the Public Health Act there 
could be only one permanent surveyor, while under section 105 of the 
Metropolis Management Act of 1855, the person to make the estimate 
was the ‘‘ surveyor for the time being.’’ Whatever the full extent of those 
words might be, they obviously meant something different from the per- 
manent surveyor under the Public Health Act. In this case there was a 
surveyor sufficiently appointed for the kind of work—not the only or permanent 
surveyor, it was true, but still a surveyor of the council and one who filled 
the position for the particular purpose of making the estimate. The 
plaintiff’s action therefore failed and must be dismissed with costs.— 
Counset, A. Glen, K.C., and W. A. G. Woods ; Macmorran, K.C., Avory, K.C., 
aud Poyser. Soxrtcrrons, 8S. J. BE. Benham; Temple L. Down. 

[Reported by Atan C. Nespirr, Esq., Barrister-ut-Law. | 
Ite CORNWALLIS WEST AND MUNRO’S CONTRACT. Farwell, J. 
27th March. 


SerrLementr—SerrLtep Lanp—Lire Estare—Comvounp SerrLemext— 
Trusteres—Setritep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), ss. 2, 22, 40, 45, 

This was a vendor and purchaser summons to determine whether it is 
necessary to appoint trustees for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts of 
the settlement created by the will of Mary A. T. Whitby or of the com- 
pound settlement created by the said will and by indentures of disentailing 
assurance and resettlement dated the 15th of November, 1895. By the will, 
dated the 26th of August, 1841, of the late Mary A. T. Whitby, who died 
on the 5th of August, 1850, certain estates were limited to the use of the 
vendor for life, with remainder to the use of his first and every other son sue- 
cessively in tail male, with remainders over. By an indenture dated the 15th 
ot November, 1895, a disxentailing assurance was executed and was duly 
enrolled. By an indenture dated the 15th of November, 1895, the vendor and 
the vendor’s son appointed the lands and hereditament» devised by the said 
will to certain uses and trusts, and subject th-reto to the use of the vendor 
for his life without impeachment of waste, in restoration and by way of 
continuation of the former life estate of the vendor under or by virtue of 
or reference to the said will. And it was declared that W. Vivian and 
S. Wyndham and the survivor of them, and the executors or adminis- 
trators of such survivor or other the trustees for the time being, were 
thereby appointed to be the trustees or trustee for all the purposes of the 
Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890. The vendor was selling as tenant for 
life wader the provisions of the Settled Land Acts. The purchaser objected 
to the title on the ground that there were no trustees for the purpose of the 
Settled Land Acts of the settlement created by the said will or of the 
compound settlement created by the said will and the deeds above 
mentioned, and required that such trustees should be appointed and should 
join in the conveyance, and give a discharge for the purchiase-money. The 
vendor contended that such appointment was unnecessary, because there 
are in fact trustees for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts of the said 
indenture of the 15th of November, 1895. Counsel for the purchaser 
referred to the Settled Land Act, 1882, ss. 2, 22, 40, 45; Settled Land 
Act, 1890, s. 4. 

Fauwewt, J., said that in his opinion the lifeestate was restored —that 8 
to suy, the old life estate created the will of Mrs. Whitby was still the life 
estate in existence. He relied upon the cases of Re Wright (23 ' h. Div. 
93), Re Du Cane and Nettlefold’s Contract (1808, 2 Ch, 96), Le Mundy and 
Roper’s Contract (1899, 1 Ch. 275). The settlement, within the meaning of 
the Act, must be the compound settlement. ‘I'he tenant for life would be 
able to exercise the statutory power given by the Act, und trustees ey 
have to be appointed of the original will of Mrs. Whitby, or rather of th 
compound settlement.—Counsex, Upjohn, K.C., and Popham ; Butcher, KC., 
and Cartmell. Sortcrrons, Woodcock, Ryland, & Parker, for L’reston § Franew, 
Bournemouth ; Patersons, Snow, Blozam, & Kinder. 
|Keported by Paus SrnickLanp, Esq., Barrister-ut-Law. | 
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High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 

DRUCE ». DRUCE. DRUCE v. DRUCE AND GIBB. Jeune, P., and a 
Special Jury. 2nd April. 
Divorce—Pracrice—Heartne Cause 1x CAMERA. 

- ‘These were two consolidated matrimonial suits, in the first of which the 


espondent’s cruelty; and in the second suit the husband claimed a 
dissolution on the ground of the respondent’s adultery with the co- 
respondent. Counsel for the husband stated that it was the desire of all 

ties that the hearing of the case should be in camera. He, however, 
wished to state that there were no charges of unnatural offences, which 
was the usual ground for such an application, but he considered it im- 

ssible to investigate the details of the case in open court, for the witnesses 
In (My. CG. (1 P..& D. 64), a 
dissolution suit, the court was asked to hear the cause in camera, 
but it refused the application on the ground that it had no 
power to do so, He (counsel), however, submitted that all courts 
had an inherent right to hear cases in camera if such hearing were 
conducive to the administration of justice. There was a case which had 
been tried before Kekewich, J., where allegations were made against a 
medical man as to his conduct with young women, and that learned judge 
heard it in camera, and the Court of Appeal followed the example. 
Denman, J., also had heard the case of Malan v. Young (6 Times L. R. 
39) in camera, and in another case in which an employee had discovered 
certain secrets relating to a patented article, and endeavoured by litigation 
to bring pressure upon his employers, both the Divisional Court and the 
Court of Appeal heard the case in camera. He cited ord. 36, r. 7 (d), and 
ord, 58, r. 4. 

Jeune, P., said he was very glad that the application had been made, 
as over and over again he had felt a grave difficulty in trying such cases in 
public, not so much on account of the mischief done to the public, as he 
relied upon the discretion of the Press, but because he felt that such 
details could not be properly discussed or inquired into in open court. It 
wasimpossible for justice to be done if such matters had to be discussed 
in presence of a mixed audience. He was, therefore, glad to be able to 
come to the conclusion that the court had power to hear such matters én 
camera on two grounds. Although the special statutory powers of the 
court were limited to suits for nullity, the practic? in cases for judicial 
separation also followed that of the Ecclesiastical Courts ; and he there- 
fore came to the’ conclusion that this court had power to hear suits for 
julicial separation in camera, although it had no statutory power to so hear 
suits for dissolution. But he would go even furtherand say that whenever 
the court was satisfied that justice could not be done in public, a case 
should be heard in camera, for the public hearing of a case would often 
nullify the very object for which the suit was brought. The present case 
appeared to him to fall within both grounds of his judgment, and he there- 
fore ruled that the part of the suit, relating to the wife’s petition for 
judicial separation should be heard in eamera.—Counser, Sir Edward Clarke, 
K.C., Bankes, K.C., and Barnard; Bargrave Deane, K.C., Priestley, K.C., 
and V. Russell; R. H. Pritchard. Sotrcrroxs, Cunliffes § Davenport ; Druces 
§ Attlee ; Chester §& Co. 

[Reported by Gwyxxe Hatt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. HOLDEN. Ridley, J. 1st April. 
Ixuany Revenve~Esrare Dury—Girr Ixrer Vivos—Deatu or Donon 

Wiruts Tweive Monrus or Dare or Girr—Fryance Act, 1894 (57 

& 58 Vier. c. 30), s. 2 (1) (©). 

This was an information by the Attorney-General claiming estate duty 
under the provisions of the Finance Act, 1894, s. 2 (1) (ec), upon a sum of 
£10,000. By an indenture dated the 27th of January, 1900, made between 
the defendant, W. M. Holden, of the first part, H. B. Paget of the second 
part, his daughter, Beatrice Paget, of the third part, and M. Atkinson, 
8. Harris, and A. Fawcett of the fourth part, reciting that a marriage was 
shortly to be solemnized between the defendant and Beatrice Paget, and 
that upon the treaty for the marriage it was agreed that such settlement 
should be made as was thereinafter expressed, and that H. B. Paget had 
transferred certain stocks, funds, shares, and securities into the names 
of the said M, Atkinson, 8. Harris, and A. Fawcett, it was declared that, 
in consideration of the intended marriage, the said parties of the fourth 
part should, after it was solemnized, stand possessed of these funds upon 
trusts thereinafter contained, being the usual trusts of the wife’s fortune 
for the benefit of the wife and husband and issue of the marriage. 
lhe securities were to the value of upwards of £20,000. Upon the treaty 
for the marriage the bride’s father, H. B. Paget, agreed to settle the afore- 
said personal property on condition that the defendant's father, H. Holden 
should give to his son, the defendant, £10,000, and accordingly on the 2nd 
of January, 1900, the said H. Holden’s bankers, by his directions, 
transferred £10,000 belonging to him from his account to 
that of the defendant. The marriage took place shortly after 
the execution of the said indenture of the 27th of January, 1900, 
H. Holden, the father, died on the Ist of February of the same year. 
Under the above circumstances the Crown claimed that estate duty under 
the provisions of the Finance Act became payable in respect of the said 
sum of £10,000, and that the rate of duty payable was six and a-half per 
cent., the £10,000 being aggregable with other property passing on the 


might be declared that upon the death of the said H. Holden estate duty 
became payable under. the provisions of the Finance Act, 1894, s, 2 
(1) (c), upon the said sum of £10,000 given by him to the defendant less 
than twelve calendar months before his death as property passing on the 
death of him, the said H. Holden. In support of the contention on behalf 
of the Crown the following cases were chted : Attorney-General v. Worrall 
(43 W. R. 118; 1895, 1 Q. B. 99), Attorney-General v. Johnson (50 W. R. 
366; 1902, 1 K. B. 416; which was reversed in the Court of Appeal, vide 
sup., at p. 367), and Wheeler v. Humphreys (47 W. R. 17; 1898, A.C. 506). 
For the defendant it was contended that those cases were distinguishable 
from the present one, as the payment of the £10,000 was a condition pre- 
cedent to the marriage settlement, and was therefore not a simple gift, 
but was made under an obligation imposed by the bargain entered into by 
the deceased and the bride’s father. 

Ruvtey, J., in giving judgment, held that the case was not distinguish- 
able from those cited, and that the gift was a pure and simple one to the 
defendant. Judgment for the Crown with costs.—CovnseL, Sir R. Finlay, 
A.G., and F. Vaughan Hawkins; C. A. Russell, K.C., and H. S. Simmons. 
Soxtcrrons, Solicitor to Inland Revenue; H. G. Campion § Co. 

[Reported by E. G. Srituwet, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


WESTMINSTER CORPORATION v. LEADER & CO. Ridley, J. 3rd April. 


Principat ANp AGent—Contract to Ler Seats to View Processron— 
Some Tickets Issvep on Creprr—No Evipence or ANY AUTHORITY 
Given tro Acentr to Let Sears on Crepir—Liasmiry or AGENT TO 
Account 1x Casn rox Att Tickers Disposep Or by Hin. 


Action tried before Ridley, J., without a jury, brought bythe Mayor, 
&c., of Westminster, claiming from the defendants £183 Ys. 6d. The 
plaintiffs had erected certain stands for the purpose of letting them to 
customers to view the Coronation procession and had placed the letting of 
the seats in the hands of the defendants, who were to be paid by com- 
mission. The defendants had sold tickets amounting to £1,899 15s. 6d., 
and the plaintiffs claimed that, after deducting commission, the defendants 
owed them £1,689 9s. 6d., of which only £1,500 was paid. The action 
was brought to recover the balance. The defence was that the 
defendants had paid all the money, less commission, that they had 
received, and were willing to hand over the balance if and when 
they received it, but that they were not liable to find cash to meet 
this claim, which was only in respect of tickets sold on credit, the 
price of which had not at present been collected. The plaintiffs denied 
that the defendants had authority to sell tickets except for cash and 
claimed judgment against them on the ground that they were bound to 
account in cash for the value of all tickets they had disposed of. There 
was no evidence that anything had ever been said about ‘‘cash”’ or “‘credit”’ 
sales at the time the contract was entered into and there was no trade 
custom which could be pleaded. On behalf of the defendants it was said 
that plaintiffs were aware that Messrs. Leader & Co. were in the habit of 
dealing on credit in theatre tickets with a large and wealthy clientéle and, 
therefore, nothing being said to the contrary, it was reasonable to assume 
against the plaintiffs that their right to give credit to customers must 
be taken as a term of the contract. 

Ruwiry, J., said he gave his decision with somedoubt, the more so as 
there was no trade usage to guide him and nothing appeared to have been 
said when the contract was made that had reference to this question. It 
seemed that the cost of the stands, which were erected in Waterloo-place 
and near the Law Courts, had been teed by individual councillors, 
and therefore under the circumstances he thought the defendants were 
not entitled to take credit and must account for the value of all tickets 
sold. He therefore gave judgment for the plaintiffs for the amount 
claimed, which was corrected to £184 8s. 6d., with costs.—CowunseL, 
J. B. Matthews; Schiller. Sorrcrrors, Alisn & Son ; Petch & Co. 

[Reported by Exskixs Rew, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


LONDON, EDINBURGH, AND GLASGOW ASSURANCE CO, (LIM ) v. 
PARTINGTON. Div. Court. 3rd April. 


Insurance (Live)—Want or Insuras_e Intrerrst—RerxeseNtatioN BY 
Acext rHat ‘“‘tne Ponicy Wovrp se Aut Ricut’’—Recovery or 
Premiem Parp on Vor Potwcy—Deciston sy Justices ry Favorr, or 
PLawwrivr—Wanst or Jurispicrion to Decrpk Crain—Lire AssvRANCE 
Acr, 1874 (14 Geo. 3, c. 48), ss. 1, 8—Gamine axp Wacenine Act (8 & 9 
Vicr. c. 109), s. 18—Cotiectixe Socrerres ann Inpustriat AsstRANCE 
Compantgs Act, 1896, s. 7. 

Case stated by the justices of Bolton, before whom a claim had been 
preferred by the respondent Partington for the return of £4 12s, 
premiums he had paid under a policy issued by the appellants on the life 
of one Thornley. The appellants are an industrial assurance company 
within the meaning of the Collecting Societies and Industrial Assurance 
Companies Act, 1896, section 7-of which Act provides that ‘‘ in all disputes 
such a company and any member or person insured or any person claiming 
through a member or person insured or under the rules, that member or 
person may, notwithstanding any provision of the rules of the society or 
company to the contrary, apply to the county court or to the court of 
summary jurisdiction for the place where that member or other person 
resides, and the court may settle that dispute according to the provisions 
of the Friéndly Societies Act, 1896." The respondent was asked by an 
agent of the company if he could find another member, and he replied 
that he could, and mentioned Thornley, whe was his uncle by marriage, 
subject to the condition, however, that they could take him without his 
knowledge. The t agreed to this, adding that they could take nf 
relative without his knowledge,\vo matter what the relati was, 





death of the said H. Holden. The defendant retused to pay such duty, 
contending that it was not payable. ‘The information prayed that it 


said nothing to the respondent about an insurable interest, merely 
that the policy would be all right. On those representations the 
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policy was applied for and issued. It was contended for the respondent 
that, having insured on the representation of the agent, he was entitled, as 
policy was void, to have the premiums returned, on the authority of 
British Workman’s, §c. Co. v. Cunliffe (18 Times L. R. 425 and 502) and 
Anderson v. Thornton (8 Exch. 425). On the other hand, it was submitted 
on the company’s behalf that as the respondent had no insurable interest 
the policy was a wagering policy within 14 Geo. 3, c. 48, s. 8, and 8 & 9 
Vict. c. 109, s. 18. Therefore, following Howard v. Refuge Assurance Co. 
fs L. T. 644), the premiums were forfeited. Further, that the respondent 
ving signed the declaration and warranted to be true the answers and 
the questions in the proposal form and in the declaration, he was bound by 
them, and Biggar v. Rock Life Assurance Co. (1902, 1 K. B. 516) was relied 
on. The justices concluded that the respondent had effected the policy 
and the premiums on the representation of the agent that the policy 
would be all right, and they found for the respondent. The appellants 
appealed, and contended further that the magistrates had no jurisdiction, 
as the respondent was estopped from saying that he was a person insured, 
his case being that he was not insured, and Prentice v. London (L. R. 10 
C. P. 679), Willis v. Wells (1892, 2 Q. B. 225), and Palliser v. Dale (1897, 
1 Q. B. 257) were relied on. For the respondent it was contended that 
this objection to jurisdiction not having been taken before the magistrates, 
this court had no power to consider it now. 

Tne Covrt (Lord Atverstone, C.J.,and Wiis and Cuanne.1, JJ.) allowed 
the appeal, holding (without deciding the case on its merits) that the 
magistrates had no jurisdiction.—CounseL, 8S. 7. Evans, K.C., and F 
Dodd; Alan Macpherson. Souicirors, Wynne-Baxter & Keeble; Cunlifis § 
Davenport: 

{Reported by Erskive Retp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


KIRKLAND +. PEATFIELD AND ANOTHER. Wright, J. 26th March. 


Sratvutre or Limrratrons—Morteace or Reverstonary Interest in REALTY 
—Action on Covenant IN A Mortcace Deerp—Remepy—Pertiop or 
Lrairation—Reat Property Limrration Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 57), 
s. 8 


This was a case tried before Wright J., withouta jury. The action was 
brought to recover the amount of principal and interest due under a 
covenant in a mortgage deed. The facts were as follows: Mrs. 
L. by her will dated the 18th of January, 1864, devised her 
real estate to trustees in trust for her sister, A. L. Peatfield, 
for life, and after her death in trust to sell and divide the proceeds 
between the testatrix’s nephews and nieces then living. ‘I'wo of these 
nephews were the defendants. Mrs. L. died in 1864. In May, 
1881, the nephews and nieces, including the defendants, being 
entitled to the property subject to the life interest of A. L. Peatfield, 
joined in a mortgage of their reversionary interest under the will to 
the plaintiff to secure the repayment of a sum of money advanced to them 
by him together with interest. The mortgage deed contained a joint and 
several covenant by the mortgagors to repay the loan with interest. 
Taterest was paid up to, but not subsequent to, the 18th of October, 1882. 
On the 7th of October, 1902, the plaintiff commenced an action to recover 
the amount of principal and interest due under the covenant. At this date 
the tenant for life was still living. The defendants pleaded that the claim 
was barred by the Statute of Limitations, and on their behalf 
it was contended that the period of limitation was twelve and not 
twenty years, the money advanced being “‘ charged upon or payable 
out of any land’’ within the meanirg of section 8 of the Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874, which section applied to an action on the 
covenant in a mortgage as well as to the remedy on the security itself. 
Bowyer v. Woodi L. R. 3 Eq. 313, 15 W. R. Dig. Ch. 91) and Sutton v. 
Sutt m (31 W. R. 369, 22 Ch. D. 511) were cited. For the plaintiff it was 
contended that the period of limitation was twenty years, that the mort- 
gage of a reversionary interest wasa mortgage of personalty, and therefore 
section 8 did not apply, and the action could be brought as in the case of 

i ialty debts within twenty years of the time when the money 
became payable: see section 3 of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42; Morris v. Griffiths 
(32 W. R. 986, 26 Ch. D. 601). 

Waienr, J., in giving judgment for the defendants, said that he felt no 
doubt that the money secured by the mortgage was money ‘‘ charged upon 
or payable out of land” within the meaning of section 8 of the Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874, and therefore no action could be brought 
to recover any such money but within twelve years next after a personal 

ight to receive the same should have accrued, or after some payment of 
ipal or interest or acknowledgment in writing. The limitation 

by that sectiun applied toa personal action upon the covenant 
ing the fact that the subject-matter of the mortgage was a 
reversion, and a reversion that had not fallen into possession at the time 
when the action was brought. He, thelearned judge, felt bound to follow 
the authority of Sutton v. Sutton. Judgment for defendants with costs.— 
Counsri, Germaine, K.C., and G. A. Seott; Stanger, K.C., and F. 0. Robinson. 
Soricrrons, Taylor, Stileman, & Underwood, for J. W. & G. E. Kirkland, 
Nottingham ; 2. F. & C. L. Smith, for Bescoby & Williamson, Kast Retford. 

[Reported by EB. G. Srittwetr, Eaq., Barrister-at-Law. 
ATTORNEY-GENERAL ». MURRAY. Ridley, J. 31st March. 
Revesve—Eerate Dery—Ponicy or Lary Ixsunance—Setriep Prorenty— 
Preasce Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 30), 98.1, 2 (1) (pv). 


wae an information by the Attorney-General claiming duty on 

ot the Crown. The facts of the case are as follows: On the 25th 

of , 1866, Sir Henry William Peek effected a policy for £10,000 in his 
own mate on the life of his son Cuthbert Edgar Peek (who was born in 











be paid between the 25th of July, 1866, and the 25th of July, 1875, all of 

which Sir Henry Peek duly paid. By the policy, which was under the com. 

pany’s seal, the capital stock and funds were made liable to pay to the 
assured £10,000 on proof of Cuthbert Peek’s death after attai 
the age of twenty-one, the holder being entitled to participate in the 

profits. In 1884 Cuthbert Peek married Miss Augusta Brodrick, g 

daughter of Viscount Middleton, and by the marriage settlement Sir 

Henry Peek assigned the policy to the trustees with ‘‘ the approbation of 

the said Cuthbert Peek and the said Augusta Brodrick.’’ Cuthbert Peek, 

who succeeded to his father’s title on the 26th of August, 18.8, died on 
the 6th of July, 1901, his widow surviving him. On the death of Sir 

Cuthbert Peek, the company paid to the trustees the sum of £14,196 7s, 7d, 

being the amount of the policy with profits. The Crown claimed estate 

duty under the Finance Act, 1894, on the amount paid to the trustees 
under sections 1 and 2 (1) (d). By section 1 of that Act estate duty ig 
granted upon all property which pisses on the death of the person dying 
after the commencement of the Act. By section 2, ‘‘ property passing on 
the death shall be deemed to include (sub-section 1) any annuity or other 
interest purchased or provided by the deceased to the extent of the beneficial 
interestaccruing orarising by survivorshipor ‘‘otherwiseonthedeath,”’ Itwas 
contended by the Crown that the policy moneys fell within the terms of those 

sections and that the case was governed by the case of Attorney-General y, 

Doree (48 W. R. 413; 1900, 1 Q. B. D. 442) and Attorney-General v. Robinson 

(Ir. L. R. 1901, vol. 2, s. 67:, For the trustees it was contended, firstly, 

that the policy being void under 4 Geo. 3, c. 43, owing to Sir Henry Peek 

having no insurable insurance in the death of his son, and that therefore 
no property passed on the death, and secondly, that the policy was in no 
point of view provided by Sir Cuthbert Peek. 

Riptey, J.—I cannot distinguish this case from that of Attorney-General 
v. Dobree and Attorney-General v. Robinson. Those cases seem to decide 
the present point. It is said that the circumstances are different in the 
present case because the insurance company were under no liability to pay 
the money. But in point of fact it was always known that the money would 
be paid, and everyhody acted under that belief. Though the son did not 
himself pay any of the premiums, which were paid by the father, the 
policy was settled with his approbation, and that brought the policy 
moneys within the words of section 2 (1)(d). There must therefore be judg- 
ment for the Crown.—CounseL, Finlay, A.G., and Rowlatt ; Danckwerts, 
K.C., and R. J .Parker. Souscrrors, Solicitor to the Inland Revenue ; Johnsons, 
Long, § Co. . 

[Reported by Aan Hoge, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 
BRIDGE ». PASSMAN. Div. Court. 6th April. 

Weicuts AND Measures Act, 1889, s. 32—Weientnc Breap—Saiz 
witHin Ten Mines or tHe Roya Excuance—WH#IGHED AFTER BAKING 
BEFORE OrreRED ror Satr—Norice to Customers tHat ‘‘ Eacn Loar 
was Sotp as Wercurne 1$iBs. onty’’—Compiiance with THE Act— 
RervusaL or Macisrrates to Convict—3 Geo. 4, c. 106, s. 41 


This was an appeal by special case stated by an inspector of weights and 
measures under the Middlesex County Council from the refusal of the 
Middlesex magistrates to convict the respondent, a baker, of selling bread 
otherwise than by weight within ten miles of the Royal Exchange, 
contrary to the provisions of 3 Geo. 4, c. 106, which regulates that trade in 
the metropolis. By 6 &7 Will. 4, c. 37, bread may be made of any weight or 
size, but (French rolls and fancy bread excepted) must be sold by weight 
only. The respondent, who carried on business at a shop in Green-lanes, 
Harringay, had issued the following notice to his customers: ‘‘ Every loaf 
of our bread when put into the oven weighs 2lb. 20z., and, after baking, 
2lb. or slightly over or uuder that weight. But, as it is impossible to 
prevent the loaves varying, and we are obliged by law to sell bread by 
weight, we sell each loaf as weighing 1#lb. only, our price for which is 
23d.’’ The respondent weighed all his loaves against weights amountin 
to 1#lb., and those which were over that weight he passed for sale, but di 
not ascertain the precise weight of any particular loaf. The question was 
whether that was a compliance with the Act, and whether, strictly 
speaking, he sold bread by weight. In the case of the particular sale out 
of which the proceedings arose, three loaves were sold to a customer, two 
of which weighed 1lb. 14oz, and the other llb. 130z. The magistrates 
held that there had been a sufficient compliance with the Act. 
The inspector appealed, and counsel cited Jones v. Huxable (2 Q. B. 460) 
and Cox v. Bleines (1902, 1 K. B. 670). In the latter case, a baker being 
asked for a half-quartern loaf of bread, put a loaf into a weighing scale, 
there being deus a 2lb. weight in the other arm, the loaf did not. move 
the scale. The court held, that, as the weight of the loaf had not been 
ascertained upon the scale, the bread was not “ sold by weight ’’ within 
section 4 of the London Bread Act, 1822, and the seller was liable to be 
convicted. His submission was that here the weight of the bread sold had 
not been ascertained, and the respondent, following the decision of Vor v 
Bleines, ought to be convicted. Without calling upon counsel for the 
respondent, 

ne Count (Lord Atverstons, L.C.J., and Wiis and OnANNELL, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal, holding that the magistrate3 were right in deciding 
that the respondent had not contravened the Act.—Counse., H. Drysdale 
Woodcock ; Herbert Reed, K.C., and Calvert. 
& Vreeland ; A. 8. U. Doyle. 
{Reported by Eaxskixe Reso, Esy., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Soricrrons, Nicholson, Patterson, 





Solicitors’ Case. 
Re JENNINGS, Buckley, J. 27th March. 
Manon —Srewanp—Ovstopy ov Courr Rots. 





1855), to commence at the age of twenty-one, with the Commercial Union 
Asourance Co. (Limited), en premiums only of £357 17s. 4d. were to 


This was dn application on the part of the lord of « manor, that his 
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steward, who held his office for life, should be ordered to deliver up to him 
the court rolls. There was no allegation of misconduct, but the lord 


He relied on Rawes v. Raves (7 Sim. 624,5 L. J. Ch. 114). The steward 
maintained that he needed the rolls for the purposes of his office, and that, 
ided he did not misconduct himself, he was entitled eo? Cae RS 
even as against the lord. He relied on Windham v. Giubélei (40 L. J. Ch. 
505) and said that Hughes v. Mayre (3T. R. 275) and Ex parte Grubb (5 
Taunt. 206), which were cited in Rawes v. Rawes, did not warrant the 
decision there given. The following authorities were also referred to: 
Cocks v. Harman (6 East, 404), North-Western Railway v. Sharp (10 Exch. 
451), Ex parte Corpus Christi College (6 Taunt. 105), Elton on Copyhold, p. 
$14, and Scriven on Copyhold, p. 431. 
Bucxxey, J., said that, looking at the matter on principle, the lord un- 
uestionably was entitled to the possession of the court rolls, but not as 
own property. 2. v. Zower (4 M. & 8. 162) shewed that, as regards the 
court ~ he was a trustee and guardian of the tenants’ rights. Again, 
the steward in a sense was a servant of the lord, but he was not a mere 
servant. He held a judicial office, and was unquestionably entitled to the 
sion of the rolls for the purpose of executing the duties of his office. 
The lord could not refuse to let him have them for that purpose. The 
rights of the lord and of the steward were each in a certain sense 
paramount to those of the other, but the rights of each were 
ualified by the claims of the other, and both were trustees for 
tenants of the manor. In that state of rights, where the 
steward was properly exercising the duties of his office, and for the 
of those duties needed the possession of the rolls, he thought 
Pat the lord had no right to call upon the steward to surrender them. 
After discussing the earlier cases, he dealt with Rawes v. Rawes, before 
Shadwell, V.C. In that case there had been misconduct on the part of the 
steward, but the Vice-Chancellor had. said (basing his opinion on Hughes 
y. Mayre) that the lord had, as of right, the custody of the court rolls, and 
that, though they ordinarily remained in the custody of the steward, he 
held them only as the servant or agent of the lord, and that, therefore, the 
lord could compel the steward to oY them up. His lordship, however, 
thought that the Vice-Chancellor did not intend to lay down so broad a 
inciple, and that what he meant to decide was that, although a steward 
fod, for the purposes of his office, a right to the custody of the rolls, if he 
had committed misconduct, the lord had aright, as against him, to say 
that he should keep them no longer, but should hand them over to himself. 
The next case was that of Windham v. Giubéléi, which was a summons in an 
administration action, on the part of the guardian ad litem of an infant 
lord, for an order to compel the steward to deliver up the rolls to the 
receiver in the action. In that case there had been no misconduct, and 
Bacon, V.C., had distinguished it from Rawes v. Raiwes onthat ground, and 
had declined to make the order. In the present case, therefore, where there 
was no allegation of misconduct, he dismissed the application.—CounseL, 
T. L. Witkinson ; J. Austen-Cartmell. Soxicrrors, Long § Gardiner, for 
Crust, Todd, Mills, § Co., Beverley ; Ullithorne, Currey, § Jennings. 
[Reported by H. L. Ormiston, Esq,, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Solicitors Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 


April 2.—Joun Wiiu1am Cuiiman, The Avenue, High-street, Hull 
April 2.—Joun Westey Downinc, Market-street, Wolverhampton. 
April 2.—Arruur Hotes, Cheapside, Bradford, and Rossmore, Ilkley. 








New Orders, &c. 


Transfer of Action. 
Orper or Court. 


Monday, the 30th day of March, 1903, 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Byrne and Mr. Justice 


Buckley. 
y SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Joyce (1902—D.—No. 919). 


Bernard Dunkelsbuhler ». John Limbray Higgs, James Martin and Higg’s 
Dairy Farms (Limited). Hatspvry, 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Desatinc Socrery.—April 7.—Chairman, Mr. R. P. C, 
Johnson.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That this House approves of the 
Licensing Act, 1902.’ Mr. Hugh Rendell opened in the mative ; Mr. 
Eales seconded in the affirmative. Mr. A. E. Hogan opened in the 
negative; Mr. A. C. Dowding seconded in the negative. e following 
members also spoke: Messrs. Pleadwell, R. A. Stevens, W. B. Cocks, 
W. Hughes, Ric n, and John Rendell. The opener replied, and the 
chairman summed up. The motion was carried by seven votes. 








‘| national purpose. 





The Master of the Rolls stated on Wednesday that en the Chancery side 
the Court of Appeal was not in arrear. 


The Appropriation of the Funds 
Available for Legal Education 


Ow the 3rd inst., before Mr. Justice Farwell, in the case of Re New-inn, 
Attorney-General v. Coldham, Smith v. Kerr, an application was made, on 
behalf of the Crown, that the scheme for the application of the funds 
standing in court tothe credit of Re New-inn, 1902, No. 066, “ sale 
of New-inn subject to charitable scheme”’ directed to settled by the 
order in the above-mentioned action of Attorney-General v. Coldham, and 
the proceedings relating to the scheme for the — of the funds by 
thé order dated the 8 h of December, 1902, in above-mentioned action 


of Smith v. Kerr, directed to be ap for purposes, 
might be respectively suspended un’ order, and that in 
meantime the aforesaid funds t be accumulated. In the 


application, the Attorney-General (says the Times) said that the 
applications that had been received were of a meritorious descri and 
had been investigated at great pains, but before the fund is distributed 
one great object should be kept in view, and that is to see whether 
the opportunity of this fund | Po available can be taken advantage 
of for the purpose of promoting and establishing in London a 
great school of law under charter or Act of Parliament, in which 
full provision should be made for the systematic and scientific 
teaching of all branches of law and also of all those other branches of law 
which are administered in the British Empire. It is the fact that even now 
students come here from all parts of the Empire to study law. For the 
purpose of such a school of law in our view it is essential to have the 
co-operation of the great historical bodies which have been associated with 
the study and practice of the law in the country for so long—namely, the 
Inns of Court. Your lordship will remember how Lord Coke speaks of the 
university which he says was founded the Inns of Court, the Inns of 
Chancery, and another institution which now ceased to exist, Serjeants’ - 
inn. In the preface to the 3rd volume of the Reports he says: ‘‘ All these 
are not far distant from one another and altogether do make the most 
famous university for profession of law only or of any one human science 
that is in the world and advanceth itself above all others guantum inter 
viburna cupressus. In which Houses of Court and Chancery the readings 
and other exercises of the laws therein continually used are most excellent 
and behoofful for attaining to the knowledge of these laws; and of these 
things this task shall suffice for they would require if they should be 
treated of a treatise by itself.’ We have great hope that the Inns 
of Court may take advantage of this occasion to concur in establishing 
a still greater legal university than that he speaks of there. There is 
another great institution which we trust we may confidently reckon on— 
the Incorporated Law Society. It has taken especial interest in the 
matter, and has caused proceedings to be instituted whivh has resulted in 
the sum being available as to New-inn. Latterly the Inns of Chancery 
have largely been in the hands of solicitors. To develop such a scheme 
may take some time. A schemeis often brought forward which ultimately 
fails. But we cannot help feeling sanguine a scheme such as this, 
with the opportunity which avails, will be carried out. Very great 
disappointment will be felt by all those who take a keen interest in the 
matter if the scheme should unfortunately P ape impossible. We trust 
that success will on this occation attend the efforts of those who are 
interested in its development. Some little time must elapse before one 
can say definitely one way or the other, but, if it prove impossible to | 
out this project, then the fund must be otherwise distributed. ‘There 

in that case be no lack of applicants. 'The Law Society is keenly interested 
onl bas 5 vey Seg oe ee , Which has been 
to a great extent realized by their exertions. The Council of 
Education is doing excellent work and regards the establishment of a 
building and lecture-rooms as an object on which funds might 
with great advantage be spent. The ‘University of London intend 
to establish a teaching school of law, in which its study shall 
pursued in a scientific manner. A very eminent mem of 
bench has taken great interest in that matter, and he has been 
interviewed by us in reference thereto. As to the institutions in 
the provinces, it has been represented that the education of solicitors is to 
a large extent necessarily carried on in the provinces. So that, if it did 
_— ble to establish a great school of law for the ire, the 
distributed to great advantage. We hope that your lc 
will take the view that it is premature to distribute the fand until every 
endeavour has been made to secure it so that it may be devoted to a great 
It would, of course, be premature now to enter into 
At present we  f ask your lordship to say that you do not 
require that a scheme should be brought in until farther order, ia order 
that time may be given to see whe that which is in view may 
realized. Mr. Justice Farwell said: The scheme which the Attorney- 
General has foreshadowed is a magnificent one, which it is obvious cannot 
be attained in a day or a year. In an ordi case I should not favour 
the bringing in of a scheme where there would be a delay, but I can trust 
the Attorney-General not to allow the matter to sleep. 
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A prominent criminal attorney, says the Centra? Law Jowrnal, had 
case of a man indicted for murder, in which he was very du 
client’s avoiding the hangman's . He discovered that 
Irish friend on the jury, however, and determined to make 
He su in getti 


ported orney 
shook the juryman’'s hand hp yy and thanked him. ‘ Yes, I brought 
em around,” he said, “ but I had a divil of a toime; the other eleven 
stood out for acquittal for siven hours."’ 
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Companies. 
Alliance Assurance Company. 


AnNvAL MuetInc. 


The annual general meeting of the Alliance Assurance Co. (Limited) was 
held on Wednesday, at the Head Office, Bartholomew-lane, the Chairman, 
Lord RoruscuiLp, presiding. 

The report, after referring to the amalgamation which had been recently 
effected of the Imperial Life and Fire Offices with the company, stated 
that, on the conclusion of the agreement entered into with the Imperial 
Fire Office certain sections of business were discontinued. A portion of 
such business was reinsured by the Imperial, leaving the insurances in 
respect of the remaining portion to expire at the end of the current terms 
of the policies. The sections of business referred to represent a premium 
income of about £400,000 per annum, and the cost incurred to the close 
of 1902 in liquidating the account was £109,497 7s. 11d., of which amount 

,003 9s. 8d. was provided out of premiums set aside by the Imperial 
against long term policies, and uot brought by that office into revenue 
account. It was estimated that a further sum of £70,000 would be 

- required to close the account finally, and that sum had been reserved for 
the purpose. The net fire premium income (which did not include 
remiums in respect of the closed accounts referred to) amounted to 
£929,990 1s. 4d. for the year, and the losses paid and outstanding to 
£435,360 2s. This sum included the losses incurred in 1902 (except the 
losses on the closed accounts) under Imperial policies in force on the Ist 
of January in that year. After deducting commission and expenses of 
management there remained an underwriting profit of £170,315 17s. 6d., 
to which had to be added interest (less income tax) on the capital, fire 
insurance fund, and profit and loss account, making a total profit of 
£296,889 13s. 6d. for the year. The fire losses had amounted to 
£46 16s. 3d. per cent. of the net premiums; the expenses of manage- 
ment, including commission and irrecoverable agency balances, to 
£34 lis. 6d. per cent., leaving an underwriting profit of £18 6s. 3d. 
cent. The fire insurance fund (including £1,262,772 9s. transferred 
the Imperial Fire Office) a mounted to £2,126,164 13s. 11d., 
and the balance of profit and loss account to £374,849 1s. 10d. In 
the life account, the gross and net sums assured under 1,411 new policies 
i during the year were £893,905 and £796.405 respectively. The 
estimated annual premium income on the gross sums assured was £33,007, 
and on the net sums assured £29,546. The total income on the account 
for the year amounted to £512,440 16s. 8d., and the outgoings, including 
all claims, expenses of management and commission, to £291,811 6s. 8d., 
leaving a surplus of £220,629 10s., which had been added to the 
life assurance fund, which now stood at £3,754,830 15s. 5d. The 
fund in respect of the annuity account amounted to £557,909 15s. 11d., 
as compared With £522,288 lls. 5d. in the previous year, shewing an 
increase of £35,621 4s. 6d. The leasehold, investment and general fund, 
which included £47,475 3s. 5d. transferred from the Imperial life account, 
now amounted to £267,003 1s. 8d., shewing,an increase of £86,936 19s. 5d. 
over the amount in 1901. There was a surplus of income over outgoings 
on the Imperial life assurance account of £17,023 14s. 1d. for the eleven 
months from the 1st of February to the 3lst of December, 1902, and the 
fund at the close of the year amounted to £2,460,832 15s. 10d. The funds 
of the company on the 31st of December, 1902, represented a total of 
£10,619,466 8s. 10d. The directors had resolved on declaring a dividend of 
£186,250 for the year 1903, being S«. per share on 465,625 shares, after 
deducting which, there would remain a balance of £188,599 1s 10d, to be 
carried forward. 

Mr. Rosext Lewis ‘general manager and secretary) having read the 
notice convening the meeting, ‘ 

The Cuarumas, in moving the report, said that he must first thank the 
shareholders of the Alliance Co. for the unlimited confidence they had 
shewn in his brother directors and in himself when they had first proposed 
the purchase of the Imperial Life and Fire Office. During the discussions 
there had been a very small minority only which had doubted the wisdom 
of that amalgamation, and who had thought that the Alliance was already 
carrying on a business which was sufficiently large. No doubt that 
agen had helped to delay the transaction for a considerable time. 

he minority had questioned the power of the new company to pay a 
dividend on close on £200,000, but the figures in the report fully justified 
the prognostications of the directors and the wisdom of the step which 
they had taken. No doubt, if the amalgamation could have been effected 
more quickly, the figures would probably have been more 
favourat e. At the time when the amalgamation was talked 
of the joint premium income of the two companies was 
eomsiderably larger than the premium the board had thought 
it wise and prudent to retain. He thought it would be wrong if 
the meeting went away with the idea that the premium income which had 
been given up was completely undesirable or unprofitable. They were 
very emmniverous at the Alliance, and they were always glad to increase 
their business ; but he did not think on this occasion that it was necessary 
for him to go into the reasons or the detail« as to why they had given up 
- large Y wen of their premium income. At the meeting last year he 
had said the directors believed that the amalgamation would result 
in substantial benefit to the shareholders of the three companies, and he 
thought that had been proved beyond all doubt, They had not expected 
that the benefits bee? have been apparent at once, but they did expect, 
ana till expected, that when the various establishments at home and abroad, 
were comm’ ated there would be a marked reduction in the ratioof expenditure, 
He had wld them last year that there were a certain number of shares, 
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34,375, unappropriated, and unless they could be justly utilized in sec 
valuable connections with the company, they would probably be offered to 
the shareholders on the auction principle and allotted to the highest bidder, 
and the premium realized would be added to the reserves. The directorg 
had not yet thought fit to deal with those shares, nor could he promise 
that they would be dealt with in the immediate future. They would be 
dealt with in the best interests of the shareholders as occasion arose, 
Should there be a large increase of the premiums the board would 
probably sell them to the highest bidder, but it was most likely that the 
board would reserve them until they saw a time for acquiring a new ‘and 
profitable business to the company. The board had estimated last year 
that after deducing £100,000, the estimated cost of transfers and 
the incorporation of the company, the shareholders’ reserves, including 
those of the Alliance as well as Imperial, would be £2,286,779, 
The reserves, including the profit and loss fund, now amounted 
to £2,501,013, and after providing the 1903 dividend, the reserve 
would be £2,314,763. It was difficult to estimate exactly the 
assets to be handed over by the Imperial Fire Office ; the book value of 
those which they had received exceeded the amount by £80,000. If they 
had taken the market value of the securities, the excess would have been 
larger. But, as it was not necessary for him to.say, none of the securities 
had been written up. After providing for the whole of the relinquished 
income of which he had spoken, and the cost of the transfer of the 
company, and the payment of the 1903 dividend, the shareholders’ balanee 
was £2,240,171. From the financial point of view he thought the share- 
holders would agree that the position was most satisfactory. But the 
trading account of the company was equally, if not more, satisfactory. 
Out of the premium income of £930,000 there was an underwriting profit 
of £170,360, which, with interest on the various shareholders’ funds, made 
a total of £296,899; and after deducting income tax £6,859, and £29,187, 
the cost of various structural alterations, and paying for the incorporation 
of the company, there was left a credit balance of £286,843 to be added to the 
reserves, which broughtthe fire insurance fundupto£2,126,164and a balance 
of profit and loss £374,849, making altogether £2,501,915 subject to the 
dividend for this year. After providing for this year’s dividend the 
reserve would be £2,314,760, being nearly 250 per cent. of the year's 
premium income. He thought it right to point out that £70,000 had been 
set aside for the unexpired risks of the old Imperial fire account which 
had still to run, and he trusted that the whole of that £70,000 would not 
be required, and that there might be a balance of that account to be added 
to the fire fund. It was, perhaps, unnecessary to say that all the accounts 
were in a satisfactory condition. The labour in connection with the fusior 
of the three offices, which had extended over eighteen months, had been 
particularly heavy. It was now drawing to a close, and he would be 
wanting in his duty to the shareholders if he did not mention with the 
greatest appreciation, and he might say admiration, the zeal and industry 
which the members of their own staff and of the Imperial had shewn in 
carrying through the fusion to a successful issue. It was originally esti- 
mated that it would take fully two years before the fusion could be effected, 
and he thought the shareholders might congratulate themselves on the 
speed and efficiency with which it had carried through. If the hopes and 
expectations of the board were realized they would be in the happy position 
next year of being able to propose an increase in the dividend the share- 
holders had been in the habit of receiving. This was the final year of the 
sixteenth quinquennium, and, when the actuaries had concluded their work, 
he hoped it would be found that the life business during the last quin- 
quennium had been of a very profitable character. 

Mr. James Fiercuen seconded the motion, which was unanimously 
adopted. 

On the motion of the Cnamman, the retiring directors, Lord Battersea, 
Mr. Frederick Cavendish Bentinck, Mr. Vietor C. W. Cavendish, M.P., 
and Mr. Edward Harbord Lushington were re-elected. 

Mr. C. L. Nicnots, F.C.A., was re-elected auditor. 

Mr. Nicnors, in returning thanks, said that he had had fifty years’ 
experience in the city as an accountant, but he had never met with the 
accounts ofjany publicicompany or private concern which were so admirably 
kept as were those of the Alliance. 

A vote of thanks to the chairman, the directors and staff, terminated 
the proceedings. 








Obituary. 
Mr. Grinham Keen. 


We regret to announce the death at Esher, on Monday, of Mr, Grinham 
Keen, solicitor, in his 74th year, the senior partner in the firm of Messrs. 
Keen, Rogers, & Co., of Doctors’ Commons, Knightrider-street. Mr. Keen 
was admitted in 1852, and had been in actual practice for over half a 
century. He became a member of the Council of tye Incorporated Law 
Society in 1875, and took a very active part in the proceedings of that 
body, and was also a frequent speaker at the meetings of the society. In 
148-1890 he filled the office of president of the society, and in his address 
at the annual provincial meeting urged the addition of u representative of 
the Incorporated Law Society on the Rule Committee—a reform which was 
subsequently achieved, He was a member of the Statutory Committee of 
the Incorporated Law Society for many years. 


Mr. H. J. Davis. 


Mr. Henry John Davis, of Newport, Monmouthshire, solicitor, died on 
Sunday last in his ninetieth year. He was admitted in 1835, and 
subsequently practived at Newport. In 1839 he was one of the special 
constables who assisted in the arrest of John Frost, the Chartist leader, 
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who was sentenced to death for leading rioters at Newport, but whose 
sentence was commuted. Mr. Davis had been three times Mayor of 
Newport, and was clerk to the magistrates of the Bedwelty Division, and 
Joint District Registrar of the High Court of Justice. His death occurred 
yery suddenly. In the morning he drove to Bassaleg Church to place 
flowers on the family grave in accordance with the Welsh custom of 
observing. Palm Sunday as Flowering Sunday, or the Day of the Dead. 
He remained for service, but upon leaving the church he suddenly fell and 
died during the afternoon. 
Mr. Registrar Hannen. 


The Honourable Jamés Chitty Hannen, Registrar of the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division, died on Sunday last. He was the eldest 
son of the late Lord Hannen, and was educated at Trinity College, Oxford, 
and was called to the bar in 1876. He was for some years secretary to his 
father while President of the division and was subsequently appointed 

istrar. His illness was very short, as it is stated that he was in 
attendance in court on Thursday in last week. On Tuesday in the 


Probate, &c., Division the president said that he was desirous of expressing 
his sense of the sad and great loss that this court had sustained in the 
sudden and unexpected death of Mr. Registrar Hannen. He not only 


held a position of responsibility, which he has discharged with exceptional 
tact and ability, but he held also an exceptional ition as being the 
representative of the eminent and learned judge to whom this court owed 
somuch, and whose successor he (Sir Francis Jeune) had the honour of being. 
He felt that all those who practised in this court and the officials 
connected with it would have been sorry if he had not expressed that 
regret, which one and all felt at the loss they had sustained. Mr. Bargrave 
Deane, K.C., on behalf of the bar, said that it had come upon all asa 

t shock. He entirely concurred in the appreciative words that had 
fallen from the bench; and he might-add that Mr. Registrar Hannen had 
in an eminent degree shared many of the distinguished qualities which 
were present in so remarkable a manner in the late president. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Henry Pacer Cooxe, of 11, Old-square, Lincoln’s-inn, solicitor, has 
been appointed to be the Legal Adviser of Her Royal Highness Princess 
Henry of Battenberg in all matters connected with the governorship of the 
Isle of Wight. 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 

BensAmin Wii11aM. Stupson, Frepertck James CuLiincrorp, THomas 
Epwarp Parrineton, and Writ1Am Tuomas Hoi.anp, solicitors (Simpson, 
Cullingford, Partington, & Holland), 85, Gracechurch-street, London. 
March 31. So far as regards the said Frederick James Cullingford. 

[ Gazette, April 3. 

Atsert Epwarp Carr and Wiii1amM Herserr Coverpace, solicitors 


(Carr & Coverdale), 62, Albion-street, Leeds. April 1 
[ Gazette, April 7. 





General. 


The report of the Charity Commissioners for 1902, which has been 
presented to Parliament and will be published in a few days, contains, 
says the Zimes, some interesting information in regard to the new rules 
made by the commissioners under the Land ‘Transfer Acts, 1875 and 1897. 
Pursuant to these rules the consent of the commissioners is required before 
registration ; and facilities are afforded for. placing the official trustee of 
charity lands directly upon the register. It is pointed out that, though in 
some cases voluntary registration may be convenient, the rules are likely to 
be more generally operative in the area of compulsory registration—at 
present the county of London. Within this area, in the case of a purchase 
of unregistered land, the complete legal estate cannot be acquired 
witil some person has been registered as the proprietor of the land. 
The Charity Commissioners have been desirous of preserving the existing 
simplicity of procedure in all matters relating to the existing official. 
trustee; and, in order to obviate the necessity of first placing the 
idministering trustees of a charity upon the register, and then, by a further 
registration, of substituting for them the official trustee of charity lands, 
the rules provide that upon the production at the registry of a conveyance 
to the administering trustees, together with an order of the Commissioners 
vesting the legal estate in the official trustee of charity lands, the vesting 
onler will be recognized as formal evidence of the Commissioners’ consent 
to registration, and the official trustee of charity lands will thereupon be 
placed directly upon the register, Having regard to the advantage which 
must accrue to charities from the adoption of this procedure, the Com- 
Missioners propose, us a rule, to make it a condition of their consent to 
tegistration that the land shall first be vested in the official trustee of 
charity lands, If in their opinion exceptional circumstances justify a 
departure from this rule, they propose to give a special form of consent to 
the registration of the administering trustees as proprietors of the property 
in question, On the same principles, if they are satisfied that land held 
Upon a charitable trust is exempt from their jurisdiction, they will be pre- 
pared to give a certificate to that effect, which may be produced at the 


Writing to the Zimes on the Bill proposing to increase the jurisdiction 
of the county courts, Mr. C. T. Saunders, of Birmingham, 7: “* The 
authority for such an increased jurisdiction is overwhelming. I have now 
before me the famous report of the Judicature Commissioners, dated thirty 
years ago, which proposed to give the county courts unlimited jurisdiction 
subject to power of removal in cases exceeding £50. Committees of the 
Incorporated Law Society have again and again re in favour of an 
increased common law jurisdiction up to £200. vincial meetings of . 
the society have over and over again passed resolutions to a similar 
effect. And, as regards the Associated Chambers of Commerce, 
it has become an almost standing resolution. As to the 
small reform proposed in the. functions of the registrar, in the 
statesmanlike scheme of the Judicature Commissioners it was sugg« sted, 
as @ necessary consequence of the additional duties thrown upon the 
judges, that the registrar of all important centres should be empowered to 
adjudicate in cases not exceeding £5, and in all other cases by consent 
but that such registrar should be precluded from private practice. A’ 
with the intent that a career should be opened to them. it was suggested 
that they should be eligible for a judgeship. It was not the view of the 
eminent men who composed the majority of that Commission that the 
solicitor should be shut out, as he is now, from all the prizes of the pro- 
fession. In the committee which has just reported it was p , as in the 
Judicature report, to give the registrar the power of adjudicating in disputed 
cases up to £5, and by consent beyond ; but it was objected that in small 
places where the registrar practised privately this might be objectionable ; 
and so the present system, which merely empowers the registrar to adjudi- 
cate by consent of the parties, was retained with the alteration of the present 
£2 limit to £5. There is, of course, some force in the objection to giving 
the registrar enforced jurisdiction in small places where he is in private 
practice ; but it is of essential importance, and a necessary corollary from 
the enlarged duties to be given tothe judges, that in all the greater county 
courts, where the registrar does not ‘practise privately, he should be 
empowered to take all disputed cases up to £5, and by consent beyond— 
there being a power reserved for either litigant to demand that his case shall 
go before a judge. Itis to be hoped that when the Bill comes before the 
House again this vital point will not be lost sight of, and that the distinc- 
tion between the minor courts, where the registrar practises privately, and 
the greater courts, where he does not so practise—and where, therefore, 
his exercise of judicial functions cannot offend—will be recognized and the 
Bill amended in that particular.”’ 








The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


April 16.—Messrs. H. E. Fosrer & CraxFievp, at the Mart, at 2 :— 
REVERSIONS: 
To One-third of £2,395 ; lady aged 71. 
To One-tenth of a Trust Estate of £13,020 Mortgage Securities ; lady aged 73 ; also 
to One-tenth of same fund with Policy. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Keene, , Bryden, & Besant, on. 
POLICIES for £2,000, £1,000, £500, £250, £300, £200, £100. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Davidson & Morriss, Messrs. Angove, Bromwich, & Co., and R. Chapman, 
Esq., all of London. 
See advertisements, this week, back page. 
April 16.—Messrs. Fureer, Paice, & Furser, at the Mart, at 2:—Four Policies of 
Assurance, amounting to the sum of £3,100, together with b th tims 
to £915 3s. Solicitors, Messrs. Furber & Dicki Messrs. Colyer-Bristow, Hill, 
Curtis, Dods, & Booth, Messrs. Caprons, Hitchins, t, & Hitchins, and Algernon 
Edward Sydney, Esq., all of London. (See advertisements, April 4, p. 5. 











Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fuipay, April 3. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep ry CHANCERY. 


A BR Deay, Linirep—Petn for winding up, presented April 2, directed to be heard on 

April 28. Burton & Co, Surrey st, Victoria Embankment. Notice of appearing must 

reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April 27 

Burn rrorp Conskevative Crus Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 18, 

to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Joseph 

Montague Haslip, 6, Martin’s In, on st 

Burrisn Eveerric Sraest Tranwways, Lixrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 

May 3, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 

to —~ oa Albert Goodman and Ernest Charles Parford, Granville House, Arundel st, 

Stranc 

Fouxprns Syxpicare, Lovrren -Creditars are required, on or before May 3, to send their 

names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Reginald Albert 

Goodman and Ernest Charles Parford, Granville House, Arundel st, Strand 

“ Hauxemany * Star Co, Laurtep —Credi are ired, on or before May 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 

Roberts, 26, Chapel st, a Weightman & Co, Liverpool, solors to liquidator 

Heit. axp Disraicr Provision DRALERS AND @rockes’ Associatiaxy Mixrrat Warne Co, 

Linvrnp —Creditors are required, on or before May 18, to send their names 3 

and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Walter Heron, 419, Hessle ri, Kingston 


upon Hull R 
Lovis Oxr & Oo, Lanrren —Petn for wind presented March 31, directed to be heand 
Notice of appearing mut 


ng 

on April 28. Raphael & Co, Moorgate st, solors for . ; 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of A iz 
Oswonps, Laanrep (oy Laguipation)—Creditors are required, oa ar are May 12, to send 
in their names and ad and the particulars of their debts or claims, te Robert 
Stokes, 36, College green, Dubli § 
Ricumorp Mixeeat Warre axp Borriixe Co, Tavrree-—Petn for yieing A presented 

Keb 18, directed to be heant at the Court house, South st, Wandsworth, on J ™~ 
Howard & Atherton, Abchurch la, solers for peter, Notice of ours Trach 
the above-named not later than 2 o'clock in the afternoon of A v 
Surv “ Hexeree” Co, Lawrere Gy Votowrary Tagore artes) ars are required, ex 








tgistry in aubstitution for the vesting order or form of consent which 
Would otherwise be required, } 





or before May 1, to send their names and addirosses, and the partioukers of their debts or 
claims, to Benjamin Qookson, 6, Castle st, Liverpool 
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London Gazette.—Tunspay, April 7. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitzp tn CHANCERY. 


8 li nae nas oe uired, on or before April 30, to send their 
_e pete oak the ~artaedens of f their debts or “inion, to John Baker, 
Chiswell House, vintusy prmae 


Caats SyxpicaTe, Loren —Creditors are required, on or before April 30, to send_ their 
pames and addresses, the ee of their debts or claims, to John Baker, 
Chiswell House, Finsbury pymnt 
Faateys, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 18, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of the their debts or claims, to Ralph Thomas Hollis, Tower 
chmbrs, Moorgate. Godfrey & Webb, 4 and 5, West Smithfield, solors for liquidator 
Karve Copper pipes Luntep (1x LigvipatTioy)—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 19, to eir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Grosvenor George Walker, 19, St Swithin’ 8 is 
Kewwnay’s Horet (Cuearsipe), Limrrep—Petn fo: ing up, p ted April 1, directed 
to be heard on April 28. ley & Lumley, Old. Pern chmbrs, ., solors for cont Notice 
of ym most reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 











Loyat Britisn Assurance Co, Luntrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 3, directed 
to be heard on April 28. Platts & Co, Norfolk House, Norfolk st, Strand. solors for 
petners. Notice of sppearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of April 27 

Pex Mawsvracturixe Co, Limrren—Creditors are required, on or before May 18, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ralph Thomas 
Heuiibees 43, Tower chmbrs, Moorgate. Godfrey & Webb, West Smithfield, solors for 

Puosrnorvs Co, Limitep —Creditors are required, on or before May 7, to send their names 
and and the ees of their debts or claims, to Ernest Crewdson, 7, Nor- 
folk st, Manchester. tagge & Co, Birmingham, solors for liquidator 

Sauvet Toy, Lumrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 7, to send their names 
and addresses, and the —— of their debts or claims, to Theodore David Neal, 127, 
Edmund st, Pinsen & Birmingham, solors for liquidator 

T & J Tayior (Otpuan), Taurego—Crefiters are required, on or before May 19, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to illiam Bird 

Broome, 23, Manchester st, Oldham. Welford, Manchester, solor for liquidator 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cia. 
Lonton Gazette.—Fripay, April 3. 


Kern, Geornce Cxarmas, The Mansions, Graham rd, Hackney 
Burns, 


April 30 
Swinfen Eady, J Williams, Finsbury circus 


Greening v 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Crain. 
Lonton Gazette.—Fripay, March 27. 


er eeu Heser, Charles st, St James sq, Barrister April 30 Taylor, Gray’s 

Cc A <r ad aang Bradford April16 Westwood, Bradford 

Coon, Joux, North Seaton Colliery, Northumberland, Blacksmith May 21 Brown, jun, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 

Coveact, Heyer, MRolney, Sussex May 15 Druces & Attlee, Billiter sq 

Cox, James Wii1iam, Cambridge April 30 Robbins & Co, Strand 

Davy, Rosget Bisnor Maxsixe, Dawlish, Devon May1 Munday, Plymouth 

Fawcett, Mary, Marsh, nr Huddersfield May1 Laycock & Co, Huddersfield 

Goup, Hzxry, Bridport, Dorset, Coal Merchant May1 Roper, Brid 

—— Grozce Jour, ~ erat rd, Bermondsey, Tallow Merchant May. 15 Wilkinson & 


Geanam, Evzaxor, Prestwich Asylum, nr Manchester April 28 Scholes, Manchester 
Gaay, ames Barx aap, Leatherhead, Sarrey April 25 Macarthur & Cheverton, 
Hagerox, es 48 Pouxper, Hartlepool April 30 Bell, West. Hartlepool 

Hasvan, Joseru Nickxsoy, South Norwood May 4 Grundy & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Hittos, Borger, Salé, ( Chester April 28 Scholes, Manchester 

Houtasp, Evrson Teaurexe, Bengeworth, nr Evesham April 30 Yonge, Worcester 
Iviss, Hasxan, Roath, Cardiff 30 Vaughan & Roche, Cardiff 

Jackson, Ouve Ass, Brighton y9 Williams, ~~ 

Jonxsox, Saucer, at poem April 11 Burton & Son, Gt Yarmouth 

Joxes, Joux, Li ol, Bookkeeper April 25 Miller & Co, Liverpool 

Joseru, Euasver, Ontario st, London rd May1l Wigan & Co, Norfolk House, Victoria 


Kiecawarn, ning 3 BING a The Avenue, Bedford Park April 25 Macarthur & 
ing «# 
Ksicat, Janes Lores, Petworth, Sussex, Grocer April 26 Pitfield, Petworth 





Leacn, Jaurs, Bolton May 4 Whittingham, Bolt 
Lzacn, Josrru, Bolton May 4 Bolton 
Leacu, Sagan, ‘cin May hy i 
] £, Kirkstall, “a. 1 Arundel, Leeds 
Liorp-Price, Lieut Col ge Wonthaggi Lemgbourne & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Kasse, Ducm, Coumpel, Lancaster Furnisher April 30 Wragg, 
Mapas, Maerix, og ~ aoe 14 Redmayne, Lichfield 

on, Nr gg = sue 16 a: & Co, Og me y 
Morcu: ENRY 2 Gidley & Son 
aie Bectale Tie 7s Lawton, ae roe 

|, AsDeew chant May1 Lewes & Co, Liverpool 

Mererxxax, oa ard April ® Double, Fore st, Cripplegate 
mee Roeeet, Burnley May ® Buleock, Barnley " 


Onaoon, Joux, Wigmore House, Stamford hill May 1 Young & Sons, Mark In 


Pavpock, os, Yn B | 1 Paddock & && 
yehir, G ene Fenton ie Zune ons, Hanley 


Paauuren, Peree Sennen as Sneyd Park, nr npr May 12 Abbot & Co, Bristol 
Kowerts, com iveped, ly, Victualler Ss 7 me Livespoat 

| aa Jornelly, pr Pyle, glam avid, Bridge 

Kesonts, aviv, Exeter, Mayi Friend & pat, Master — 

Reserts., Gronon Jauns, M i Varm, Neasden, Middlesex May 15 Brown & Co, Fins 


pavement 
Basen, 1s, Barrow in Furness, Chemist A 


16 Thompoon, Barrow in Furne 
Baxeon, Bazan, Barrow in Vurnes April 16 pm arty urnens 


napeon, Barrow in Furness 











Saunpers, WILLIAM, Ramsey, Huntingdon, Farmer April4 & , South sq, Gray's 
Srzaton, Saran, Huntingdon April 30 <g & Shentons, , Winchester y's im 
Suerwin, Toomas Granam, Loagecones -. am 7 Moss & Ta’ lor, Lough! 
SHUTER, Samvet, Grosvenor rd, Highbury New aoe 28 

Srevens, Emtty Jane Scriven, Doncaster May 11 er-Bristow & Co, Bedfont 
STRANGE, Soputa, Readi mg Ae April 144 H&C Ciilins, Tee 

Tarr, ELIZABETH, Bath 2 ed Payne & Faller, Bath 

eames Rovent, Renning West Farm, Northumberland, Farmer April 4 Perey, 


wic! 
Wilmot & Hodge, Southport 


TinsLey, Ann, Birkdale, Lancs May 
Urrtiey, Jacos, Sheffield April 30 Wilson, Sheffield 
WALKER, Axx, Dudley, Worcester April 11 ig Fairbairn, Dudley 
WHETHERLY, Lieut- | Winitam, Egerton gdns, South Kensington April 27 ~— Taylor, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
London Gazette—Turspay, March 31. 
Awprew, Janet Fixptarer, Russell rd, Kensington May 9 Lee & Pembertons, Lincoly’s 
inn fie 
Boorg, WuiTrakeRr, Llandrindod, Radnor, Farmer June1 Vaughan, Builth 
Cum, Ricuarp Huon, Srinagar, Kashmir, India April 27 Hopgoods & Dowson 
pring 
Cuapre.is, Epwix Witt1am, Burton on Trent April 30 Skinner, Burton on Trent 
Coorrr, Jorpay, Black Notley, Essex, Builder April15 Cunnington & Co, Braintree 
SORFIELD, Mary, Broseley, Salop May1 Potts & Potts, Broseley 
CreswetL, Josrra Epwiy, Brighton Mayl14 Yarde & ee Raymond bidgs, Gray's 
inn 
Dieman, Heney Cuapman, Heaton, Northumberland May1 Jacks, South Shields 


Evr, Henry, Shirley, Southampton April 30 Green & Co, Southampton 
Eretu, Joun Cuar.es, Stebbing, Essex, Farmer May 11 Wade & Co, Dunmow 


Fexkrx, Mary Jane, Westbourne gdns, Bayswater April 30 Paige & Cross, Clement's 


inn 
Go.pMan, Micuaet, Christian st, Commercial rd April25 J: & Co, Lead 


hell at 
Hinst, Farru, Wadsley, York April 21 Armitage & Co, Huddersfield 
Hopasoy, Samug. Hu pson, Meanwood, Leeds, Farmer May 15 Middleton & Sons, 


Howarp, Hon Keyyern, Sackville st, Piccadilly May 1 Dawson & Co, New sq, Linooln’s 





inn 
Horcutss, Rosert, Brockhurst, Alverstoke, Southampton April 4 Burrell, Gosport 
Hvutcuinson, ALFRED, Sunderland, Durham April18 Kidson & 


Jackson, Witiram Smiru, Huddersfield, Cigar Merchant nae * Armitage & Co, 
Huddersfield 

Jeat, Joun, Penge, Kent, Plumber April 30 Pedley & Co, Bush In 

Jones. GEonGEe FREDERIC K, Blackpool, Stove Mason April OTT Armitage & Co, Hudders 


Kenworthy, Joun, Leeds, , ae Sit April 10 Wooler & Co, Leeds 
Lockyer, Axs, Southampton, ined Nurse May 13 Coxwell & Pope, Bosthengins 
LonG, Joan Henry, Montpelier rd, Kentish Town, Artist May 14 Caddy, Chancery In 
McLacuecan, THoMAs, West Norwood, Surrey, Miner June10 EG Davies, Lombard ct 
MacpHerson, JANE CATHERINE, Hastings May1 Chalinder & H cane, Hastings 
Masy, GoprREy Oates, St Leonards on Sea Junel Phillips, South st, Finsbu 
Marriams, HERBERT WILiiaM, Gt Waltham, Essex, Sameer tay ll Wale & Co, unmow 
Morais, Evizaneta Exiza, Liverpool 30 Rigby & ey Live: 
Morse, Josern, Haverfordwest, Iroamonger May 1 George, Haverfor aol 
Mounstow, SARAH, Hornsey rd April 28 Sawbri & Son, Aldermanbury 
PALMER, Ayy, Ovington sq, Brompton April 30 Peake & Co, Bedford row 

Porter, ALEXANDER, St Vincent, West Indies, Merchant April 30 Simmons, St Vincent, 

West Indies 

Roserts, MinnetrA, Netherton, nr Huddersfield May 12 Fisher, Huddersfield 
Roserts, THOMAS Lianbadarnfawr, Radnor, Shoemaker June 1 "Vaughan, Builth 
Ropeson, Exiza, Parkstone, Dorset May6 Lovell & Co, Gray's inn sq 

Rowpves, Rev Francis Marmapvuke, Weston, nr Bath April 28 Ingle, Bath 
SHEPHERD, Maria Haynau, Wandsworth Common April 30 Corse is & Co, Balham 
Snort, Stpvey Howe, Whitehall pl May 1 Bircham & Co, Old Broad st 
SILvesTeR, ANNE, Mount Beacon, Bath May 13 Simmons & Co, Bath 
Swrta, James, Royston, Hertford, Surveyor April 30 Banham, Royston 

Surta, James, Eastern rd, Wood Green April 27 Cato, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Surtu, Mary Ayy, Romford rd, For ‘st Gate May 9 Turner, Basinghall av 
STRUGNELL, JAcos, Binstead, I of W,Girden2r <Aoril 25 Skinaer, Burton on Trent 


London Faztue.—Fripvay, April 3 


Aemivsox, Wittiam Brows, Lytham, Lincs Msy 16 W & J Cooper, Preston 

Bertsrorp, SAMvzEL, Buxton June 30 Withi nm & Co, Manchester 

BLACKMORE, Frances Jane, Ealing May 14 ield & Mackarness, Alresford 

Boxp, Joun, Ford, Devonport, Devon, Dairyman April 25 Graves, Plymouth 

BRanDeER, MAnaoies James, Tunbri Wells A ria 25 Stone & Co, Tunbridge Wells 

Camese.t, Jouxn Gore Junel Rwooke & Sons, Lincoln's inn fields 

Cvroven, James, Ashton under Lyne May1 Richards & Hurst, Ashton under Lyne 

Cou, Ewiy, Sheffield May 31 Burdekin & Co, Sheffield 

Coomss, Josern, Radstock, Somerset, Brewer May 5 Rees-. & Davy, Bristol 

CuNNINGTON, Joux Rowe Oundle, Northampton a= Gamlen & Co, Gray’s inn 9q 

Diecut, Joun, Barwick, Yeovil Ma 1 Louch & Co, La >» 

Frew, Jaurs Furveticx, Rak High st ‘April 30 untley & Son, Bank chmbrs, 
‘ooley 

Firzceraup, James, Eastbourne May 16 Stibbard & Co, Leadenhall st 

GoopreLtow, Cuar.es Henry, Surbiton, Surrey May 16 Durham & Co, Arundel st 

Hawkey, Haneterr BARnaro, ‘Cranlei , Surrey May15 Druces & Attlee, Billiter sq 

Haywoop, Mary Eaton, Southport pril 21 Brown & Co, South 

Hiss, Tuomas, Hackney, Builder May1 Balderston & War rens, Belford row 

Hitpen, Grorar, Rye, UsKeX, Ironmonger April 30 Dawes, Rye 

Howick, Frevenicx, Gravesend Feb 14 Smith, Fenchurch bldgs 

Horye, Wituiam Pyav +, Newby Wiske, York April 30 Pry gon & French, Thirsk 

Howanp, Rovert, Kingston on Thames May 1 Co, Ki ~ bg Thames 

Hurcutys, Rosert, Alverstoke, Southampton April 23 eae 

Hurcarssos, Ricnarp, Gilesgate Moor, Durham, Carter May 1 Graham & Shepherd, 

Sunderland 


r 
Ixoram, CuaeLes Bensamin, Beech st, Barbican, Timber Merchant May 1 Maitlands & 
Co, Knightrider st 


Jacxsoxs, Tuomas, Leeds Junel Middleton & Sons, Leeds 

Jousxsox, Hevay Benya, anne cues Meid & Sons Jermyn 

Jowes, Ricuarp, Kerry, Mon bourer set 21 Watkins. N a N Wales 
Kensevy, Many Axx, York ad ig Ww W & K ET Wilkinson, York 

Kous, Sovomos, Birmingham in Precious Stones May 1 Burn & ©, 


Birmingham 
Lerrarp, Geonce, Coulsiton. aii p eames a S Pere & Yowshen, nom, Cong 


Miwon, Gronor Hexny, Prees, Sa! Ma 

Oxproyp, Joszru Eowaun, Leeds, Glue ufacturer May 1 1 Dwyer, a 

OsBand, Ruova. Hockley, Essex May 1 Wood & Co, Southend : 

Pauxer, Axx, Newtown le ber ag Lancaster . April 30 Fawcett & Unsworth, Carnforth 

Pexsy, Eouunp, Bath May Eames, Bath 

Pennose ¥rzGunaty, Ad pa Soruia GRoRGIMA, Queenstown, Cork May 1 Upperton 

Co, Lincoln's inn fields 

ieee SAnan, Newmarket ef ri 

Ronnrs, Josnrn Fow.s, Sout! allo aoe 18 Brighouse & Co, Southport 

Rouas, Prence Aurnosy, Hout Cooper, Southend 

Rorun, Ronen, B Stone Merchant Mort ahoden radford 

Row:asp, THomas pred Sturminster Westen, Dorset, ‘Collector of Taxes 
Creech, Sturminster Newton 

Bamvoon, Jous, Maddox st, Tailor May 2 Skelton, Lincoln's inn fields 


April 4 
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gays, Bucnan, 8t Andrew’ s a. , Northampton, Ink Manufacturer May10 Parkes | Taomasoy, CATHERINE, Handsworth June 24 
wn, 


& Bro 
FA, HANNAH, Droylsden, nr Manchester May9 Whitworth & Co, Ashton under ' | Twanrrman, George Hoime, Bassett 
Ly 


ORT, 
i Epmunp, Princes sq, St George’s East, Carman May 


SpraGGeTT, ANNIE, Warwick May7 Campbell & Co, Warwick 
STEVENSON, J Ames, Palace court, Bayswater, Merchant May 8 Powell & Skues, Essex st, 


Stran 
Tartor, THomAS, Heywood, Manchester, Hatter May1 Banks & Co, Heywood 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


Londm Gazette.—Turspay, March 31. 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
ANDERSON, Tag Whitby, York, a Stockton on 
fees Pet March 27° Ord March 


-_! beeen Rosert, ods a a Patentee Birming- 

. Pet March 27 Ord March 27 _ 

signee a and Tuomas Beprorp, Clayton West, 
Huddersfi Twine Manufacturers "Barnsley Pet 
Bes ond March 25 

Baestaver, Apo.puvs, Eastcheap, General Merchant High 
Court Pet Dec 22 Ord March 26 

Carp, tg ed of Gogine n High Con Oren, See 
tree st, Goswell rd, eers ‘ourt Pet rel 
28 Ord March 28 

Caxsoy, ALFRED Henry, Connaught rd, West Ealing, | 
Builder Brentford Pet Feb 18 Ord March 26 

oom. Hyman Joseru, Camomile st, ae, Merchant 

High Court Pet Jan 31 Ord March 2 

Cowrer, Marmapuke Joan, Bu Hill, ae Orchid 
Grower Brighton Pet March 5 Ord March 28 

DaycerFieLD, Haroip W, Catford Greenwich- Pet Feb 28 

March 27 

Dart, Wittram Jouny, Thornton Heath, Commercial 
Traveller Croydon Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

Davinsox, Davip, Catford, Clerk Greenwich Pet March 
27. Ord March 27 

Dovp, Axice, B St Edmunds, Spinster Bury St 
Edmunds Pet March 28 Ord March 28 

Dexcan, Davip, Caerau, Maesteg, Glam Cardiff Pet 
March 24 Ord p 


Eastwoop, JAmEs Artuur, Bradford, Solicitor Bradford 
Pet March 12 Ord March 26 

Frost, Jony, jun, North Shields Newcastle on Tyne Pet 
March 27 Ord Ma 27 


Gopparv, Henry Atrrep, Reading, cas Merchant 
Reading Pet March 27 Ord March 2 


LARA, Bridlington May16 Broomhead & Oo, Sheffield 


Torsty, ALEXANDER GEORGE Se Hove May 31 


Metcalfe, Gt Tower st 
Miy 14 Hughes & Co, Budge 


row 
| | Twsxeuanow, Jouy, Cheltenham May1 om 


eT niston, 
15 Sole & Co, Alderman st | TaoryTox, Bensamin, Derby, Saddler A o~ ee Md gg ay 
| TINGEY, Roserr, Henlow, nr Bigglesw de, enn Aprit 17 


Adelphi 
| Witsox, Rey Joun Gay, Redhill, Sarrey April 25 W0d, aoe 
/ Wiruey, WittraM, Sand , Bedford, Builder May 16 Smith, Sand: 








Woortox, Josten Hernert, Kidderminster, Clothier | | | Dancearene, Harowp W, Londo Brg: Kent April 16 at 11.30 
Kidderminster Pet March 27 Pet March 27 way a 
nner i 2 : Davina — Bante s a M Bootmaker 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. ay tte Tydill 
ogy Aut on De April 16 at 12.15 34, 


Oakey, Esoca, Poplar st, Bolton, Lancs, Fruiterer Bolton | 
Adjud April 27, 1990 " Annul March 4, 1903 Epwarps, an ae ba Grorce Caartzes Syues, New 
| tay, che Clothiers April 15 at 3 Bankruptcy 


London Gazette.—Fripay, April 3. | 


RECEIVING ORDERS. Fou, From, Par ati oe, Sore Ape 14 at 


| Apams, Jonny Mountyoy, Antrim mans, eetet we | euaine Wass Amos, Gt oa, Picture Framer 
High Court Pet March 30 Ord Marh pril 16 at 11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne ln » we 
Barter, Frep, ene, Florist iealioteten Pet | Gray, James, oe April 23 at 10.45 


April Ord A King’s 
a Henry, Bisons Stortford Hertford Pet March | | Hanpony, Wituiam, Gt Yarmouth, Dealer April 18 at 1 





Bec, 8, King st, Norwich 
ies Ca re 


xt P — 





Biv om, potty Epwarp, © Hiiicox, Witt: 
Hammerman in HM Dockyard Ponbrikke Dock Pet | April 20 at 11 

April1 Ord April 1 | Hockesuvtt, Ricwarp 

Catrett & Co, Ricnarp, Minories, astonte Statiuners | font i4 at 12 Of Ree, 2B, 


ward st, 
h Court Pet Marché Ord March 
Cu aa Grorce Heyry, Gawber, nr atin | Laneaaeme, a, N Suffolk April 22 at 10.30 


Machine t Barnsley PetMarch31 Ord Monch af 31 Off Ree. ae Cury, Cam! : 
——- Wace Jasras,. Ki . —= _ =| inom, 1, Jou, Kensworth = April 15 at 
Ki t 31 
resser Kingston upon e are! lr, Ree, Northampton on 


Lev exerery, Lovts, 


c Senin, Be G Ba Pet March 31 & 22, Park row, Leeds 
rE, . . : - r areh ‘ark 
ee Ord March 31 ap Sapa de owen, Wittism, Plymouth, Clerk April 15 at 11 6, 
Dickixsox, Peter, Manchester Manchester Pet Feb, 20 thenseum ter, : 
Ord March 30" rsesinl wiser eb MALuertt, Wiuttan, rd, Kentish Town, Furniture 
Eaton, Grorce Freperick, Rath, Coal Dealer Roch- Dealer anny bidgs, Carey st 
dale Pet March 30 Ord March 30 | oes, Ly Taal April 15 at 
Epwarps, Hexry, and Grorczk Cuar.tes Symes, New) ae 
Windsor, Berks, Clothiers Windsor Pet March 7 Pact. Auris, St April 15 at 11 Off 


Ord March 28 

Evans, Joseps, co Bootmaker Wandsworth Pet 
March 31 Ord March’31 

Gaw.ey, George James, Reading, Steam Haulage Con- 
tractor Reading Pet March 28 Ord March 28 

Givex, WituiaM, Richmond, Surrey, Printer Wandsworth 


Parker, en ag ame ye ay Derby, Fish Dealer A: 
15. ab 12 Off Ree, 47 Pull st, Derby - 


Par ER, WALTER, New Radford, N Greengrocer 
April 19 at 12 Of Reet. Castle pl Pant st, Notting- 





Harnison, James, Halifax, Journeyman on Halifax 
Pet March 26’ Ord March 26 


Hicks, Heyry Borevyiz, Rhyl, Flint, Hotel Keeper 
Bangor Pet Feb 27: Ord March 26 

Hovesox, George Wi uiam James, Shepherds pl, Upper 
Brook st, Cigarette Manufacturer High Court Pet 
Feb 10 Ord March 26 

Houurs, Freperick James, Bath, Licensed Victualler Bath 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

a, Martin Sara Sm, Builder Greenwich 


March 
Joses, Davin W, Gwalchmai, Anglesey, Farmer Bangor 


Pet Feb 23 Ord March 27 
Laycaster, Harry, Newmarket Cambridge Pet March 
2% Ord March $7 


Leacu, Joun, Kensworth, Bedford, Publican .Luton Pet 
March 25 Ord March 28 
ity — ——— Bookbinder Brighton Pet March 


Macxvs, Jacos, and Davip Coreé, Colonial av, Minories, 
Cigar Manufacturers High Court Pet March2 Ord 


March 27 

Mansuat, Ervest James, yoy Godalming Guild- 

= ford Pet mg! Ord Mare 

ARsTON, ALFRED, LSet Hata Keeper Newtown 

Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

Micnagt, Isaac Raymon, Holles st, Cavendish sq High 
Court Pet Jan23 Ord March 25 

O.vrroyp, Francis Herpert, puatet, Tailor’s Foremau 

. es Pet 446 Ny ts 27 

ACKHAM, Lronarp, Bristo! raper Bristol Pet March 

11 Ord March 28 “i 

Patwer, Grorce Laker, Gt Sag . Hay Dealer High 
Court Pet Feb 27 Ord Mare 

Pesxick, Aubert Epwarp, 9 Bs Hesry Taytor, 
Clacton on Sea, Builders Colchester Pet March 27 
Ord March 27 

Roseats, Freperick James, Ne wport, Auctioneer Newport, 
Mon Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

Rosixsox, Ratpu, Kirkby Malzeard, hay Farmer North- 
allerton Pet t March 25 Ord March 

“=~ Joun Dayiat, Tale, sa Collier Merthyr 

Pet March 26 Ord March 26 


Srwarp "Waeea Hewry, Shetiola: Confectioner Sheffield 
Pet March 28 Ord March 28 


Saerrarp, Tuomas Guanes Gt Tower st, Lighterman 
Suoret Hasst, Yaseen, Glen in 

vs, Harry a Lal th Pet 
; March 3 : bak Sere bourer Nea 
MiTH, Apa oe, Worthi: Boarding house Keeper 

Brighton Pet March 26 Onl March 2 
Srarx, Joun Shipeeas, 2 Tunbritee Wi Wells, Qoal Dealer 
Seog a 
4 a oHN ABRAHAM ttlesey, ae 

eter’ ‘mbes 


Uenam @aones Merthyr ani t Mar Merchant Merthyr 
Pet March 97 March 27 
Watastey, Ay, and Freperick WALMSLEY Burscough 
ne » Grocers nae — : Fad Manele _ 
8, Parup, umpton avon, i i 1. 

Pet March 96,” Onl March 96 

Warren ag Witiiam om pe Provision Dealer 

Pet March 26 ‘Ord March 26 

Wits, Geonox Srrinaen, Hythe, Fat, Solicitor Cunter- 

bury Pet March 3 Ord, 


3 Ausert Epw eam, and Amos Hexry by ry 
Clacton 


Pet March 30 Ord March 30 
Hitt, George, Scholar Green, Chester, Butcher Hanley — on Sea, Builders April 11 at 11.15 Cups Hi 


Pet April1 Ord April 1 
Keuty, Joux, West iby, Cheshire, Draper Birkenhead | “er OHN King at, Norwich Norfolk, Tailor April 22 at 3 Off 


et April 1 Ord April 1 | 
meus Gacees, Stoke Ne fee, Bales Foreman High | Ssrrn, 3S ins p tard Kent, Draper April 23 
Court Pet March 30 Ord 30 at9 Off Rec, 
| Lex & Co, Epwarp, Elgin a 5 ta rd, Wesldstons, pril 17 at3 135, 


Builders St Albans Pet March 3 Oid March . 
| Levinsterx, Louis, Leeds, Clerk Leeds Pet March 30 | Tomes, Wittiam Jouw Stevens, Norwich, ga Vie- 


Ord March 30 April 14 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Ni 
Morea, Freverick Wititam, Wandsworth Bridge rd, | WALKER, Frepeaic, Commission Agent eel ae 16 at 
rill Ord April 11.30 Off in Park wow , Leeds 


Sra, Mann, Porth, ih rena 


Draper High Court Pet A 
Panxen, W A, Biggleswade, Beds Bedford Pet March 17 | Westox, Anraur 7h , Grocer’s Assist- 

March 31 ant April 15 at 11 Ree, Wi 
Marsh, Butcher 


} 
| 
| 
Ord 
| Prckarp, Samug., King Witte st, Merchant High Court | Waeerer, Witt1am, Moreton in 
| Pet April1 Ord A itat12 1 Aida Oxford 
Rosinson, ieee, Billinghat -, Durham, Brick - >" pcan Worratt, Troma ‘4s, Congleton, meee Apel 
a i s 3 ea | 16 Ord March 3 léat a - pri *- ing Edward 4 
Rowtanps, Joun Perry Davis, Swansea, Arohitect Swan- | YEATES W. Cabinet Mak. 
sea Pet March 30 Ord March 20 inn, B : April 14 at 3 ae High ot ether Epa 
Srusss, BERT, low. nr ev ‘oreman 01 
Sewage Works Sheffield Pet April 1 April 1 ADJUDICATIONS. 
Surciirre, Joun, Neath, Glam, Painter ay Pet March | ap ams, Joa Movstvoy, Antrim mans, Haverstock Hill 
Court Pet March 30 





30 Ord March 30 Ord March 30 
Taytor, WILLIAM Epwaro. Clewer, * are Builder Wind- | Raicey, _Frep, Florist Southampton Pet 
sor Pet March 27 Ord March AD 1 Ovi April 
Turxsutt, Wituau, Wombwell, mt Barnsley, Tailor | Bayuireez, Aurarp, B Gray's inn, Solicitor 
Barnsley Pet + 1 Ord April High Court Pet Feb 28 31 
Uxpgrwoop, JAMES a a Suffolk, Grocer Gt | Branyuan, Grorex Srxcuare, sy West Hampstead, 
Yarmouth Pet March 18° Ord March 31 Stock Dealer High Court Pet Nov18 Ord March 30 
Waiswriaut, James, Skipton, Yorks Bradford Pet | Buuyspex, Auaser Epwarp, Pembroke, 
March 30 Ord March 3 Hammerman in HM Dockyard Pembroke Dock Pet 


Waker, Frevertc, Leeds, Commission Agent Leeds Pet April 1 
March 30 Ord March 30 Bocxeriwes, Ricnarn Surra, High st, 
Warevurron, Joux, , Chester, Pork Butcher Ashton Builder High Court Pet 
under Lyne Pet hwo Ond April 1 Carnick, Grorak, Neweastle on 
tle on Tyne 


Ww —- ry Burnley, Bottler Burnley Pet April Pet March 2 Ord March 30 
1 


cas 
Wauire, et Sheffield; Pearl Dealer Sheffield Pet ay ae yg ag oy —" = ohne 
wast Ord Norwish, Shopkeeper Norwich Pet —_—, ‘ o 7 H Pet Mi March 
, A 0 . 
30° Ord March 30° 31 


Wixes, Henry, Wellin , Pawnbroker 
~ v ae, Ske Madeley | Car Faves, Carmarven, Grover Bangor Pet March 31 


Worrart, Tuomas, . Chester, I 
o peomee, a, a nnkeeper Droxtnsos, Bera, Aneoat, Manchester Manchester Pet 
Goal Dealer Roch- 


Earoy, Groner Farpenick, 
Bootmaker Wandsworth Pet 


Amended notice substituted for that published i in the dale Pet March 30 Ord March 
London Gazette of March $ Evaxs, dosent, x, 
Mared 31 
Tapranam, Josian, ent, Miller Tunbridge 
aeAM, Sows fockihars, Ket Gawuse Groner Jamon, Resting, Steam Haulage Contrac- 





FIRST MEETINGS. 
Apvama, Joun Mounroy, Antrim mans, Haverstock Hill | Gopagp, yy Wruuan Kwsrerres, 
‘April 21 at 11 Banktw Carey st Sao tier “Brighton Pet Mork st toed 
Buiiock, Atrarp, Middl . April 17 at 3 March 31 
Off 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough ~ Scholar 


Camp, Winwtam, and Gronor Nipcernoron | vron Conan, Pear 1 Oni i 
tree st, Gcawell rd, Artesian Well St Agr det | House Miner Insurance Agent Belford Pet 


. wv 
Stationers | Levixerers, Lovrs, Leeds, Clerk Leeds Pet March 9 
ptoy bidgs, Carey st “Ord Mareh 30 








12 Ban 
Carreut & Co, Ricuarp, Minories, 
April 21 at le Bankru 
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Nicnoiis, Rosert, Stoke upon Trent, Timber Merchant 


Stoke upon Trent Pet Feb12 Ord March 30 
Rowianps, Jouxn Pesxry Davis, Swansea, 
Swansea Pet March 30 Ord March 30 


Pet — 27 
Srvses, 
Foreman Sheffield Pet April1 Ord April 1 
Suter eg Neath, Painter 


Ord March 31 


Taprauam, Josr1an, Speldhurst, Kent, Miller 
Wells Pet March 17 Ord March 31 
Taytor, Wittiam Epwarp, Clewer, Berks, 


Build 
Windsor. Pet March 27 Ord March 27 


aes Joun Samvet, Lower Tooting, Laundry Engineer 


terbury Pet Feb 23 Ord March 28 
Turssutt, WIiIt.ramM, te po _ Barnsley, 
Barnsley Pet April1 Ord April 


Wainxwricat, JAMEs, —, MForks Bradford Pet Ree, 172, _ st, Southampton 
March ¢ rd Batiarp, Harry Heine, Badsey, Worcester, Market 
WALKER, Seapantn Leche ¢ Commission Agent Leeds Pet Gardener April 16 at 11 45, Copenhagen ‘st, 


March 30 Ord March 30 


White, — AM, Shetiiela, Pearl Dealer Sheffield Pet 
March 31 Ord March 31 


Wrute, Wie 1am, Norwich, Shopkeeper 
March 30 Ord March 30 


field Pet March 30 Ord March 30 
Amended notices substituted for those — in the 
London Gazette of March 1 
Heapiam, Atrrep, Whitby, York, 
‘ees Pet March 13 Ord March 13 


McPaetits, Mrcaaer, Wigan, Grocer Wigan 
7 Ord March 14 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of March 24: 
Burweit, Tuomas Wirwiam, Scarboro: 
gd Scarborough Adjud Nov 1, 1 
7,1 


London Gazette.—Tvespay, April 7. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. ‘ pomp: ay A 17 at 11 Off Rec, 199, Wolverhamp- 
Aes, Rosert, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet March 19 | Downuam, Hereert Josern, Chrishall, Essex, Farm 
Ord April 3 Bailiff April 22 at 10.30 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, 
ATHERTON, ALFRED, Moses Gate, nr Bolton, Builder Bolton Cambridge 
Pet March 17 Ord April 1 Drasece, Sivsey Hersert, Sheftield, Tobacconist April 
Battey, Josepn, 


Preston Pet March 18 Ord April 3 
Batrarp, Harry Heme, 
Gardener Worcester Pet April 4 Ord April 4 
Brows, Joux Wituram Barrows, 

icester Pet A 3 Ord A 
Cuaxpier, Percy, olverhampton, Publican 

hampton Pet April3 Ord April 3 

Cueist1as, Joux, Rushden, Nort! 
Pet March 31 a March 3 
Cooke, ALBert CoryeLivs, 

Leices Pet April 3 0 
CorstTuwaite, WILLIAM, Lnegeds i ad Dealer Liverpool 

Pet A 4 Ord April 4 
Davies, avip Wasuinetos, Lianllyfni, Carnarvon, 

Bangor Pet April 3 Ord April 3 


Davisox, Hexzy Normax, Moss Side, Lanes, Builder 
Pet April 4 Ord April 4 
Eantey, Feepenicx, Tunbridge Wells, Florist Tunbridge 
Wells Pet April4 Ord April 4 
Eis, Tuomas, Eastbourne, Builder Eastbourne Pet 
_ April Ord April 1 
Evass, Tuomas, Tilston, nr Malpas, Chester, Publican 


Chester Pet Febi14 Ord April 1 
Evass, Witi1am, Maesllyn, Liandyssul, Cardigan, Licensed 
Victualler Carmarthen Pet April2 Ord April 2 
Govprixcu, Caartes Axprew, Netherwood rd, Shepherd's 
Bush, Builder High Court Pet April 3 Ord April 3 
Haxxeso, Journ, , Sanaa, Butcher Southampton 
‘et April 2 Ord April 2 


eae “Auicz, Bolton, Confectioner Bolton Pet April 2 
Ord April 2 

Horaixs, Farmer, Earl Shilton, Leicester Leicester Pet 
April2 Ord April 2 

Hestizr, Georce Avrxaxprr, Croydon, Builder Croydon | 
Pet 3 Ord April 3 


a, Stxox, Lower C chapman st, 
High Court Pct A 
ieee Josnva Wittiam, 


Commercial rd, 
il2 Ord April 2 

rierley, Yorks, Labourer 

Pet April4 Ord April 4 


Jaqces, James Aztuve, Lebberston, nr Filey, Innkeeper 
Scarbo Pea ‘April 3 Ord April 3 

Kaspr & Co, Bradford av, 7 7 el Agent High 
Court Pet March7 Ord A 

Loxoetarr, a (2s, Bolton, Phu’ Bolton Pet April 4 
Ord A 

Lewis, owt Hesexvet, Skewen, nr Neath, Draper 


Neath Pet April4 Ord April 4 

MeCevs, Ferpenicx Baavrory, Lowndes «# High Court 
Pet March % Ord April 2 

Macor, a, Cee oye dee Licensed Victualler Liver- 

asm, Casas} Le ss Bedford, * totel Keeper Pet April 
2 

Nasu & Nien = Heath, Surrey, a Croydon | 
Pet Feb 16 and Feb Z% Ord March 3 

Ours, Taoxas, Bristol, Wholesale Cabinet Maker Bristol 
Pet April4 Ord April 4 

Onan, Ciemext, Grays, Kesex, Seaman Instructor Chelms«- 
for4 Pe April% Ord April 4 

Pieusrs, a Millfiel4, Sunderland, Egg Merchant 
Sunderland Pet April Ord A 

Porters, — Wittass, Brig! Mo, 

Pet AprilZ Ord April 4 

Keeuaxx, Cusine, Newgate Ligh Court 
Ord April 2 

es Moseley, Journeyman Carpenter Birming- | 

4 April 4 Ord April 4 
SU sere, fant 3 EeAhwell, 
Ta Northampym “Pet March w 


Iron Founder 


Pet April 2 


| 
Northampton, Shoe Machine | W 
Ord March # | 


Architect 
Srevenson, Jonny, Cannon st, Financial Broker Greenwich 
Rosert, Canklow, nr Rotherham, Sewage Works 
Neath Pet March 30 
Tunbridge 


Tailor 


Norwich Pet 
Woerrat, Tuomas, Congleton, Chester, Innkeeper Maccles- 


minnie Stockton on 


Pet March 


h, Fancy Goods 
2 Aunul March 


Ashton, Preston, Commercial Traveller 
Badsey, Worcester, Market 
Leicester, Trade Artist 
= ony Wolver- 
~e Tailor North- 
M ret a, * Rutland, Grocer 


| Warresey, THOMAS, 


| Wirey, Witssan, Norwich, Shopkeeper April 15 at 12.30 


Pet Jan7 Ord April 2 


April2 Ord April 
vr, Satan Huddersfield, Woollen Manufacture 
Huddersfield Pet April 2 Ord April 2 
Wariceat, Joux, Attleborough, Norfolk, Painter 

Pet April 4 Ord April 4 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Anverson, Joun, Whitby, York, Tobacconist 
Off Res, 8, Albert rd, ‘Middlesbrough 
er | ARUNDELL, SIDNEY Herse rt, Shipton under oe 
Oxford, Decorator April 15 at 12 1, Aldate’s, 
Oxford 


15 at3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 


Worcester 


Barnsley 
Curistiax, Jouy, Rushden, Tailor April15at3 Off Rec, 
Bridge st, Northampton 
Cooke, ALBERT CorNELIU . Uppingham, Rutland, Grocer 
April 17 at 3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Cownam, Water Jasper, Kingston upon Hull, Hair- 
dresser April 15 at 10 Off Rec, Trinity House In, 


Hull 
Dart, Witttam Jouy, Thornton Heath, 
mercial Traveller April 16 at 12.30 
London Bridge 
Davipsos, Davin, Catford, Clerk 
Railway app, London Bridge 
Diterer, JosepH Tuomas, Sedgley, Stafford, Licensed 


Surrey, Com- 
24, Railway app, 


s 


April 17 at 11.30 24, 


16 at 11.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 
Descas, Davin, Caerau, Maesteg, Glam April 16 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 


Eatox, Gzorce Freperick, Rochdale, Coal Dealer April 
21 at 11.15 Townhall, Rochdale 
Giossorp, Grorce Francis, Sheffield, Grocer April 16 at 


12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 
Hip, Jonyx Wixtram, Mile End rd, Pork Butcher April 

24 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Hoop, Auice, Bolton, Confectioner April 16 at 3 19, 
Exchange st, Bolton 
Ixcate, Eryest Hatcuer, Green lanes, Harringay, Grocer 
April 20 at 12 Room 78, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 
Jacxsoy, Jossva Witwram, Brierley, Yorks, Labourer 
April 17 at 10.45 Off Ree, 7 7, Regent st, Barnsley 
Joyser, Davip, Watford, Ce val’ Merchant April 20 at 11 
Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 
Keayxe, Micaaer, and James Keane, Maesteg, Builders 
April 16 at 12. Off Ree, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 
Marstoy, Atrrep, Lianfuir Ceereinion, Monte. mery, Hotel 





= 


Keeper April 22 at 10.30 1, High st, Newtown 
Mayer, Hexry, Warmington rd, Herne Hill, Commercial 
Traveller April 23 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Mitier, Wititay, 2 laistow, Baker April 24at 11 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 
| Outver, Tuomas, Chiswick, Furniture Salesman April 20 


at 3 Off Ree, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

Pickarp, Samvuet, Liverpool st, Merchant April 23 at 11 
Bankru ytcy bldgs, Care 

Rupixsox, Racru, Kirkby Sihtveard, Yorks, Farmer April 
20 at 11.30 Cc Jourt house, Northallerton 
Sierey, Giuseet Feevenicx, Twickenham, Builder April 
18 at11 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 
Siicox, Atzert, Bridgwater, Somerset, Job Master April 
15at11 WH Tamlyn, High st, Bridgwater 

vE, THOMAS, Maesteg, Greengrocer April 16 at12 Off 
Ree, 117, St Mary st, Ca 

LING , Abr AHAM Waxrer, and Rroixatp Water 
SNELLING, Doncaster, Tailors April 16 at 12.30 Off 
Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 





Sxr 


Srank, Joux FEARNEU ax, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Coal 
| Dealer April 17 at 1 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
) Steves “HON, JOU, Lewisham, Fimancial Broker April 17 


at 12.90 a, Railway app, London Bridge 
| Scuerer, ALyeev, Rothwe 4 oy Shoe Machine 
| Operator April 15 at 12 Off Rec, Bridge st, North- 
ampton 
Tanaxt, F A, Dashwood House, Old Broad st April 23 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Tuorsxtox, Exx est, yy 4 yw Merchant April 
16 at 12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 
Ticoerpine, Jous Avnanam, nee Fen, nr Peter- 


borough. Farm Labourer "April 2 at 11.40 The Law 
Courts, Peterborough 


Tueseust, Wiussam, Wombwell, nr Barnsley, Tailor 
“Ageil 17 at 10.90 ‘Off Rec, 7, Kegent st, Barnsle 
Watswaiout, Janes, Skipton Apri 16 at 3 Off Kee, 29, 


Tyrrell st, Bradford 

Wannen, Joux Wis iam, Sheffield, P’ *) Dealer April 
16atl Off Rec, Figtree ln Sheffield 

faddersticld, Woollen Manufacturer 


Aprili7 at3 Off Rec, Prudential bldg», Huddersfield 


Off Rec, King mt, Norwich 
Witkrs, Hexny, Wellington, — Pawnbroker April 
18 at 11.40 tne Charlton Arms fotel, Wellington 
Wiines, Sreurnem, Dudley, Worcester Tnsurance Agent 


April 17 ot 12 Off Ree, 199, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 
Wourren, .Witsam, Halesworth, Hotel Proprietor’ April 


Tarcet, F A, Dashwood ms Old Broad st High Court 
Tuornton, Ernest, aw, Egg Merchant Leeds Pet 


Norwich rs) 


April 22 at 3 


AtuERTON,’°ALFRED, Moses gate, nr Bolton, Builder April 
ners Frep, Southampton, Florist April 20 at 3 Off 
Off 





Yeomans, Artuur Harry, Huntingdon, House 
April 17 at 2 The George Hotel, Huntingdon 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
r 


Arxixsoy, Rosperr, St Anton, Austria, Pho : 
Apparatus Manufacturer High Court Pet Noy 
March 31 
Batitarp, Harry Hemine, Badsey, Worcester, Market 
Gardener Worcester Pet April4 Ord A) rill 4 


Brown, Joun Wituiam Barrows, Leicester, Trade Arti¢ 
Leicester Pet April3 Ord April 3 

CuanpLer, Percy, Wolverhampton, Publican Wolyey. 
hampton Pet April3 Ord April 3 

CHILMAN, Jounx Wittiam, Kingston upon Hull, Solicitor 

ston upon Hull Pet March 25 Ord April: 3 

Curtstiay, Jouy, Rushden, Tailor Northampton Pe 
March’31 Ord March 31 

Cooke, Aubert Corne.ius, Uppingham, Rutland, Groce 
Leicester Pet April 3 Ord April 3 


Corxtawaite, WILLIAM, Liverpool, Rope Dealer Liverpool 
Pet April 4% Ord Api yril 4 


. Ds s, Davip Was #ron, Lianllyfni, 
Beecn, Heasert Avstix, Wolverhampton, Coachbuilder = “Pet pet 3 Ord ‘April 3 yfni, Quarryman 
April 17 at 12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton Davison, Henry Normax, Moss Side, Lanes, Builder 
Brows, Jouyx WILLIAM Barrows, Leicester, Trade Artist Salford Pet April4 Ord April 4 
April 17 at 12.30 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester — | pz Bospani, Maurice, Hay bill, Berkeley sq High Court 
Bryant, James Hiney, Bridgend, Glam ‘ish’ » aad April Pet Feb 19 Ord March 
o 16 “ig : Off Ree, i17, — st, Fag aad as Epwarps, Heyry, and Gores Cuartes Symes, New 
HANCE, GeorGe Henry, Gawber, nr Barnsley, Sewing Windsor, Be ks, Clothiers Wi r Pe 
Machine Agent April 17 at 10. 15 Off Rec, 17, Regent st, 7 aed ‘ oe mie Ps oe 


Ord April 2 

Evans, Witt 1AM, Maesllyn, Llandyssul, Licensed Victualler 
Carmarthen ’ Pet April 2 Ore April 2 

Goxpriscu, Cuartes Axprew, Netherwood rd, Shepherd's 
Bush, Builder High Court Pet April 3 Ord April 3 

Goma, Raten Hit, Bristol, Coal Merchant Bristol Pet 
March 23 Ord April 3 

Hamwonp, Jonny, Southampton, Butcher Southampton Pet 
April 2 Ord April 2 

Hawkins, Atrrep, St George, Bristol, Builder Bristol Pet 

March 6 Ord "April 2 

Hoop, Atice, Bolton, Confectioner Pet April 2 

Ord April 2 

Hort, Dovetas Epuunp, Sunbury, Middlesex 

Surrey Pet Feb6 Ord April 3 

Hopkins, Farmer, Leicester Leicester Pet April 2 Ord 


Bolton 


Kingston, 


April 2 
Hopkixs, eee Wixwiam, Leicester Leicester Pet Feb3 
Ord March 20 


Humpnreys, Witviam Corse TT, Sparkbrook, Birmingham, 
Coal Merchant Birmingham Pet Feb 19 Ord April 4 

Heytiey, Georce ALEXANDER, Croydon, Builder Croydon 
Pet April 3 Ord April 3 


Jackson, Josnvua Wituram, Brierley, Yorks, Labourer 
Barnsley Pet April 4 Ord April 4 

Jaques, James Artavur, Lebberston, nr Filey, Innkeeper 
Scarborough Pet April 3 Ord April 3 

Joxes, Horace, Bolt ct, Fleet st, Paper Merchant High 
Court Pet Jan 22 Ord April 3 

LonastarF, Purves, Bolton, Fitter Bolton Pet April4 
Ord April 4 

Ler, Epwarp, Wealdstone, Middlesex, Builder St Albans 


Pet March 3 Ord April 3 

Lewis, Witi1am Hexsert, Skewen, nr Neath, Draper 
Neath Pet April 4 Ord April 4 

Maver, Henry, Warmington rd, Herne Hill, Commercial 

Traveller High Court Pet March5 Ord April 2 


Ouiver, Cuartes Taomas, Tonbridge, Kent, Licensed 
} Victualler Tunbridge Wells Pet March 3 Ord 
| April 3 


Orin, Tuomas, Bristol, Wholesale Cabinet Maker 
Pet April4 Ord April 4 
P.iummer, Tuomas, Millfield, 
Sunderland Pet April 3 


Bristol 


Sunderland, Egg Merchant 
Ord April 3 


Porrer, Tuomas Wiiuiam, Brighton, Iron Founder 
Brighton Pet / = % Ord April 3 

Riemann, Cuaries, Newgate st High Court Pet April 2 
Ord April 2 

Rurry, Rosert, Moseley, Worcester, Journeyman Carpen- 
ter Birmingham ot April 4 Ord April 4 

Sumprer, ALyrep, Rothwell, Northampton, Shoe Machine 
Operator Northampton Pet March 30 Ord March 30 

Taoxstox, Ernest, Armley, Leeds, Egg Merchant Leeds 
Pet April 2 Ord April 2 

Usverwoop, James Tuacken, Beccles, Suifolk, Grocer Gt 
Yarmouth Pet March 18 Ord April 4 

Weicut, Joun, Attleborough, Norfolk, Painter Norwich 


Pet April 4 Ord April 4 
Amended notice substituted for that publixhed in the 
ondon Gazette of Feb 17: 


Rosenraat, Joun, Featherstone st, Wholesale Grocer 
Court Pet Nov17 Ord Feb 12 


High 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 


Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: Soxicrrors’ JournaL and 
Weexty Reprorrer, in Wrapper, 536. 
post-free (63 Nos. 1902-3), Soxsorrors’ 
JOURNAL only, 26s. 6d. ; Country, 288. 6d. ; 


Foreign, 31s. Wxskty Rzporrsr, i” 
Wrapper, 268. 6d.; Cowntry or Foreign, 
286. 6d, 


Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 26. 9d. ; half 





2 at 140 Star Hotel, Gt Varmouth 


law calf, 5s, 6d. 





Td 








